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PREFACE 


The purpose of this volume is to attempt a solution to the very obscure 
passage of I Cor. 15:29 which speaks of “Baptism for the Dead.” This 
question is of special interest in the United States since the Church of 
Jesus Christ of the Latter-Day Saints (the Mormons) is still abusing 
that text and practicing a vicarious baptism for the dead. 


In order to obtain a satisfactory exegesis of this difficult passage, we 
first evaluate the many and varied explanations hitherto proposed, and 
then set forth our solution which, when compared with the other proposed 
interpretations, alone seems to be acceptable. 


Two years were devoted to the preparation of this treatise. It is hoped 
that the satisfaction experienced in finishing with the long labor will not 
prove to be an illusion, but that the work will meet with the approval of 
the readers. 


The author wishes to express his sincere appreciation and gratitude to 
his teachers, especially those at the Pontificium Athenaeum Antonianum 
in Rome. He is particularly indebted to the Very Reverend Gerard Lunter, 
- O.F.M., former Secretary General of the Missions, for the opportunity to 
attend the Antonianum. He is also deeply grateful to his professor, the 
Reverend Theophilus Antolin, O.F.M., under whose supervision this 
treatise was written, and to those of his confreres who by their many 
kindnesses have helped to make this work possible. | 
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INTRODUCTION 


The phrase baptizesthai hyper ton nekron of 1 Cor. 15:29' has always 
been obscure. It can justly be labeled as a “crux interpretum.’”’ An all 
around satisfactory explanation of the words has never ceased to tanta- 
lize exegetes. We herewith venture to submit another attempt to clarify 
the perplexing passage. We preface our treatment of the theme with 
something I) of its history, II) of the way in which we shall handle the 
material, II] ) of the appropriateness of the verse to prove the resurrection. 


I) Among all who attempted an explanation of 15:29 only Harduin, as 
far as we know, considered the text easy to understand ;? all other ex- 
egetes are of the opinion that it is definitely puzzling, obscure and difficult. 
Although they have made strenuous efforts themselves, they have not 
as yet achieved complete certitude* because, as A. M. Schurmann says, 
“here the safest course would be to openly admit our ignorance.’ 


Up to the 16th century, no great variety of views on the text had been 
offered. For the Greek Fathers, with the exception of Epiphanius, fol- 
lowed in the footsteps of Chrysostom; the Latin Fathers, on the other 
hand, followed Ambrosiaster; the Scholastics repeated, more or less, the 
interpretations of the Fathers, as will be shown in the proper place. 


During the 16th century, Protestants, after breaking almost entirely 
with traditional exegesis, interpreted Scripture according to their private 
judgment, and as in other matters, so also with regard to our text, each 
came up with his own opinion. From then onward, almost every exegete 
of distinction offered his own interpretation. What is more, during the 


1 From here on, our verse will be cited with only, “15, 29”, omitting “1 Cor.” 
When we refer the reader to another part of this treatise we will refer not to the 
pages but to the numbers which divide articles or sections. If we refer to the number 
of the same article or paragraph we will say: see above, no. ... or: see below, no. ... 

2 J. Harduin, De baptismo quaestio triplex. De baptismo pro mortuis, ( Parisiis, 
1687). pp.1-2. 

3 Robertson-Plummer, Commentary on the First Epistle of St. Paul to the 
Corinthians, (Edinburg,? 1914), p. 359; Allo, St. Paul Premiére Epitre aux Corin- 
thiens, (Paris, 1935), p. 414. 

4 A. M. Schurmann, Opuscula hebraica-graeca-latina-gallica. Epistola viro claris- 
simo Jac. Lydio, (Lugduni Batav.,2 1650), p. 98. 
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past century, Joseph Smith, the founder of Mormonism, did what the 
Marcionites did in their day by reviving the practice of vicarious baptism, 
and his followers continue it to the present time. 

For a long time scholars thought it worthwhile to gather the various 
opinions and to weigh and balance them. This resulted in whole disserta- 
tions on the exegesis of 15:29 and on the history of that exegesis. How- 
ever, those who have undertaken the task have often greatly altered the 
opinions of their authorities and at times have even ascribed to them the 
very opinions which their authorities attacked. This, of course, was due 
to a neglect of the sources, or to a lack of sufficient diligence or of scholar- 
ship. For example, Calvin made a composite of Ambrosiaster’s and 
Luther’s opinions and attributed it to Chrysostom;® A Lapide, among 
other things, confused Chrysostom with Epiphanius ;* Calmet describes 
Beza as holding for an Old Testament ritual baptism ;’ Delatte appeals to 
Tertullian and Epiphanius for an explanation of vicarious baptism as 
used among the Jews, and yet Tertullian and Epiphanius are silent on 
this point.8 Therefore we have thought it useful to go over the question 
again. 

II) Since in Sacred Scripture the word “to baptize” denotes either 
“the sacrament of baptism’ (see 1 Cor. 1:14); or “other baptisms and 
ablutions’’—whether a religious ritual or not—(see Heb. 9:10; Judith 
12:7); or finally, in a metaphorical sense “martyrdom, persecutions, 
sufferings, etc.”” (see Mark 10:38), we have divided our study according 
to the various acceptations of the word into three chapters and discuss the 
explanations offered for 15:29 under three heads: 

Chapter I, Baptism in the metaphorical sense. 

Chapter II, Baptism in the proper sense, but not as the sacrament. | 

Chapter III, Baptism as a sacrament of the New Law. The first and 
second chapters are divided into two articles: the first is devoted to a 
statement of the opinions; the other, to a criticism of the same. The 
third chapter is divided into three articles: the first two are each divided 
into two sections in which we shall respectively state the opinions and 
offer a criticism of the same; the third article however, is reserved for 
the development which seems the only likely one to us. 

We have omitted questions regarding the authenticity of the text and of 
its exact context,? since those who hold that v. 29 is not authentic, or that 


5 Calvin, Comm. in epistolam priorem ad Cor., (Brusvigae, 1892), p. 550. 

6 A Lapide, In omnes D. Pauli Epistolas, (Antuerpiae, 1692), p. 226. 

7 A. Calmet, Dissertatio de Baptismo pro mortuis, (Venetiis, 1797), p. 97. 

8 P. Delatte, Le Lettere di S. Paolo inquadrate nell’ ambiente storico degh Attt 
degli Apostoh, Vol. I, (Torino, 1935), p. 312. 

9 Ph. Bachmann, Der erste Brief des Paulus an die Korinther, (Leipzig*), p. 449. 
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it is outside its original context have no sufficiently serious arguments to 
prove their case? Variant readings in versions and codices which can 
be found in critical editions need not delay us. Concerning the repetition 
(hyper) tén nekron in v. 29b, we agree with Cornely in regarding it as a 
gloss,44 and with modern critics we prefer the reading hyper auton. 

This whole treatise up to the last article in which our solution to the ques- 
tion is offered, might seem superfluous to some readers because we shall 
present so many opinions only to reject them. However, it seems to us 
that only by a full presentation of the case, and by showing how uncertain 
and arbitrary those hypotheses are, will the reader be in a position to 
evaluate the one acceptable opinion which we defend. 

III) Not all authorities are of one opinion regarding the appropriate- 
ness of the verse for proving the resurrection. This much, however, is 
definite: the whole context of 1 Cor. 15:12-28 does refer to the resurrec- 
tion, for St. Paul is clearly taking to task those among the Corinthians 
who assert, “there is no resurrection of the dead” (v. 12). 

Now, Origen has used v. 19, “if in this life only we have hope in Christ, 
we are of all men most miserable,” as well as v. 29ff to prove that the 
adversaries of St. Paul, by denying the resurrection, have denied im- 
mortality itself, as did the Sadducees mentioned in Mt. 22:23-33, and 
that those verses, namely 19 and 29ff, refer to immortality, otherwise they 
would prove nothing.?? 

After Origen, there have been others who consider our verse as referring 
directly to immortality rather than proving the resurrection. Thus Curci: 
“The new absurdities which are inferred from v. 29 and the following 
three verses by denying the resurrection, always presuppose that together 
with it (the resurrection) immortality is likewise denied’’.1® Also Lucas 
Brugensis!* and Bengelius!® teach that those words of St. Paul are aimed 
directly not only at the denial of the resurrection, but in a special manner 


10 [bid., p. 450, note 2, and p. 457, note 1. P. Diirselen, Die Taufe fiir die Toten, 
Th. St. u. Kr., 1903, p. 291, note. L. G. Valckenarius, Selecta e scholis in libros 
quosdam N. T., Vol. II, (Amstelodami, 1817), pp. 330-331. M. A. N. Rovers, 
“Die Anwendung der Coniectural-Kritik auf den Text der neutestamentlichen 
Schriften,” Zeitts. fiir Wissenschaft. Theol., 1881, p. 403. The last two opinions will 
be treated below in Chap. 3, art. 2, sect. 1, no. 3. 

11 Cornely, Comm. in 1 ad Cor., (Paris, 1909), p. 481. 

12 Origen, Comm. in Matthaeum 22, 23-33, P. G., 13, 1563-1566. 

13-C. M. Curci, Le Epistole di S. Paolo, le Cattoliche e lApocalisse, (Torino, 
1880), p. 172. 

14 Biblia sacra cum selectissimis litteralibus coniecturis, Vol. 26, (Venetiis, 1757), 
p. 164. 

15 Gnomon N. T., (Tubingae,? 1855), p. 668. 
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at the denial of immortality. Some authors, while making no mention 
of the possible connection between the two questions, that of immortality 
and of the resurrection, and the direct demonstration of the one with the 
indirect demonstration of the other, speak too confidently, it seems to us, 
of the resurrection as proven form verse 29. For example, Atto Ver- 
cellensis says: “with these words (St. Paul) has most clearly and evidently 
shown the incontestable resurrection of the dead’’.1® L. Simeone adds: 
“all, . .. without exception, (not even Origen?), agree in affirming that 
St. Paul brought forth the argument from this practice (of vicarious 
baptism) to prove the resurrection of the just. And the argument, though 
ad hominem, is a good one. We also think that this cannot be denied, 
unless we wish to say that St. Paul or the Holy Spirit wrote to the 
Corinthians to no purpose’’.1? 
~ Our own opinion is as follows: the words in 15:29ff do not in them- 
selves necessarily prove or presuppose either the resurrection or faith in 
the resurrection. They do, however, definitely presuppose faith in the 
immortality of the soul, or its unending existence beyond this life. As is 
gathered from the whole context of chapter 15, St. Paul relies on this 
faith in immortality in establishing the resurrection. There is, therefore, 
a transition from immortality to the resurrection. ‘But is this a legitimate 
conclusion? Does not the whole edifice of argumentation by which St. 
Paul concludes to the resurrection of the dead . . . from baptism received 
on behalf of the dead crumble if only the immortality of the soul is ad- 
mitted ?”’.18 

No; for the argumentation is valid only because it is adapted to those 
to whom it was directed. In fact, St. Paul probably supposes that his 
adversaries rejected the resurrection particularly because they did not 
concede the immortality of the soul.1® Therefore, after briefly inculcating 
the resurrection (by appealing to his own authority and preaching as well 


16 Expos. 1 ad Cor., P. L., 134; 402. 

17 L. Simeone, Resurrectionis tustorum doctrina in Epistolis S. Pauli (Roma, 
1938), p. 110. 

18 Cornely, o.c., p. 687. 

19 The same situation occurs in Mt. 22 :23-33, when Christ, proving the immortality 
of the soul to the Sadducees, taught them the resurrection; see Knabenbauer, Comm. 
in. Math., (Paris3), Vol. 2, p. 266. Cornely also sees a similarity of argumentation 
between Mt. 22 :23-33 and 15:29: “Sicut igitur Dominus ad confutandos Sadducaeos 
de resurrectione interrogantes argumento usus est, quo proxime et directe sola animi 
immortalitas demonstratur, ita Paulus quoque ad confutandos Corinthios resurrec- 
tionem negantes idem argumentationis genus suffcere iudicavit quia eius adversarii 
non mH tiorem probabiliter in resurrectione corporum quam in animorum immortalitate 
admitterida invenerunt difficultatem.’”’ Cornely, l.c. 
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as that of the other Apostles, see 15:11-12), he immediately passes over 
with an argument ad hominem to establish the immortality of the soul; 
because he could prove the resurrection only by solving the difficulties 
against immortality. Or, he strove to convince them of the resurrection 
by urging on them the concept of immortality because he thought that 
they could not grasp the concept of a soul existing without a body.” Be- 
sides the notion they entertained of the necessity of purification, perhaps 
the difficulty of conceiving of a disembodied soul led many to metempsy- 
chosis. | 

The matter can also be explained in this way: since his adversaries 
were denying the resurrection of other men, though not that of Christ (see 
1 Cor. 15:11-12), St. Paul shows them (v.13) how Christ’s own resur- 
rection was logically denied as a consequence. His adversaries, however, 
had not gone that far. Since they were Christians, they conceded that 
Christ had risen, that they formed one body in Him, that if they suffered 
with Him now, they would also be glorified with Him. If we think over 
these points we see how it follows that, by proving the certainty of glorifi- 
cation from the “baptism for the dead”, St. Paul necessarily established 
the resurrection. For, just as in the case of Christ, the Head, this glorifi- 
cation was to be realized also in the bodies of His members. Verse 29, there- 
fore, although in itself it necessarily proves or presupposes only the 
immortality of the soul, is valid also for proving the resurrection of the 
body to those for whom this Epistle was written. For one must keep 
in mind the mentality both of the writer of this Epistle and of the original 
readers. 


CHAPTER I 
BAPTISM IN THE METAPHORICAL SENSE 


In this first chapter, the opinions of those authors who understand the 
verb “to be baptized” in the metaphorical sense are presented and sub- 
jected to criticism. There is not one common opinion among the au- 
thorities concerning baptism taken in the metaphorical sense. Some think 
that the word “baptism” means the works of penance for the relief of the 
dead; others, sadness over deceased relatives; others, martyrdom; and 
others, the labors of the apostolate. There is also a great controversy 
over hyper and nekron. Concerning this last word, some think that St. 
Paul meant the dead; some, the unbelievers; and some, the faithful. We 
must, therefore, treat each opinion separately. 


ART. 1, EXPOSITION OF THE: OPINIONS 


1) Baptism as the Works of Penance for the Relief of the Dead. This 
opinion, formerly defended by many,2° especially by the Jesuits, and 
severely censured by the Protestants,?4 was explained in these words by 
St. Robert Bellarmine, its great patron: “It is therefore the true and 
genuine explanation that the Apostle speaks concerning the baptism of 
tears and penance which one receives by praying, fasting, and giving alms, 
etc. And the sense is ‘What will those who are baptized for the dead do 
if the dead do not rise?’ That is, what will they do who pray, fast, grieve, 
and afflict themselves for the dead if the dead do not rise? In this way 
Ephraem in his book ‘Testamentwm’, Peter the Venerable in his ‘Contra 
Petrobrusianos’, Dionysius, and others explain this passage’’.2? 


20 A. Catharinus, Comm. in omnes D. Pauli et septem Canomcas Epist. (Venetiis, 
1551), p. 211; B. Justinianus, Comm. in omnes B. Pauli Epist. (Lugduni, 1612-13), 
p. 646, col.b.; A. Salmeron, Comm. in Epistolam 1 ad Cor., (Coloniae Agrippinae, 
1614), pp. 212-214; Th. Stapletonus, In duas B. Pauli Eptstolas ad Cor., (Paris, 
1620), p. 916; M. Becanus, Manuale controversiarum, (Patavii, 1719), p. 187; 
D’Allioli-Gimarey, Premiére Epitre aux Corinthiens, (Paris, 1893), p. 518. 

21 Let us hear Pareus, one of many who writes about it: “Superest una opinio 
nova, jesuitica hoc est superstitiosa et impia.... (In divinam ad Cor. priorem S. Pauli 
Apost. Epist. Comm.) (Genevae, 1642), p. 617 col. b. 

22 S. Bellarminus, De Purgatorio, c. 6, in Disputationes, Vol. 2, (Neapoli, 1857), 
p. 366. 
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One can easily understand that St. Robert Bellarmine, just as the others 
who accept the metaphorical sense, came to this interpretation of the 
verb “to be baptized” after considering Mark 10:38 and Luke 12:50. For 
reasons to be set forth in the next article, we deny that St. Ephraem and 
Peter the Venerable held this interpretation. However, we concede it in 
the case of Dionysius,?? whose authorship of this opinion Harduin de- 
fends.?4 

2) Baptism is Sadness over the Dead. Calmet condenses the opinion 
reasoned out by Brochmann in the following words:*° “Brochmann thinks 
that with the words, ‘what will they do who are baptized for the dead?’, 
the Apostle wrote the same thought to the Corinthians that he wrote to 
the Thessalonians (1 Thes. 4:13): ‘We do not wish you to be sad as the 
others who have no hope.’ Brochmann says that Paul calls the inordinate 
sadness over the death of dear ones ‘baptism,’ and paraphrases the verse 
thus: What shall we say to those who refuse all consolation over the 
death of dear ones, if the dead do not rise at all? How shall we give 
comfort to souls oppressed by sorrow if there is no happiness, if there is 
no resurrection after death?’’.?6 


23 His words are clear enough: “quid facient qui baptizantur id est lacrimis 
paenitentiae seu lacrimis afflictionum perfunduntur, pro mortuis id est pro remissione 
peccatorum mortuis impendenda” ... Dionysius, Enar. in ...1... ad Cor., p. 401. 
It may be well to note here that the Carthusian holds another explanation, namely 
concerning those who are baptized “for the remission of their sins or in order 
to mortify themselves spiritually.” ibid., 401. It is not clear if this is a metaphorical 
baptism or a sacrament of the New Law. 

24 For in his treatment of this question, he writes: “Two hundred years ago 
(this opinion) was first originated in the mind of Dionysius the Carthusian.” (Har- 
duin, De Baptismo, p. 3). We do not agree with Harduin in this, for it seems that 
a similar interpretation of this verse had already been proposed by Hugh a St. 
Cher who, after giving the opinions on baptism received for the cleansing of one’s 
own sins and of baptism received for another, adds that this matter may be ex- 
plained in still another way: “they are baptized, that is, tortured in behalf of those” 
who have died. Neither is it right to object that by this phrase “they are tortured for 
the dead” Hugh meant a baptism of blood and martyrdom for professing the res- 
urrection of the dead (see below no. 5, the opinion of Maldonatus). In all proba- 
bility he was not familiar with such an explanation since he does not mention it 
among the various hypotheses which he lists. See Hugh a:St. Cher, o.c., p. 117 bis, 
coll. a and b. Besides Hugh, this same opinion of Dionysius perhaps occurred to 
the adversaries of Tertullian who (according to our exposition, see below chap. 3. 
art. 1, sect. 2) replied to him: “this custom of being baptized for the dead, has 
reference and is equivalent to a petition for the dead.” 

25 According to Calmet, o.c., p. 801. Casp. Eras. Brochmann explains his opinion 
in Parte 3, Syst. Theol., art. de mort., c. 2. - 

26 Calmet, ibid. 
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According to Edelstein, who himself refers to the opinion of Brochmann, 
ti poiésousm does not mean: What shall we say, or how shall we give 
comfort to souls oppressed with sorrow, as Calmet holds but: What solace 
will they have? And this explanation, because of the third person of the 
verb, would seem to be more conformable to the Sacred Text.?7 But we 
have not been able to find Brochmann’s work and cannot say who ex- 
presses his opinion more faithfully. However, it does seem very strange 
and foreign to the mind of Paul, and no one has since held or defended 
it. : 
3) Baptism Denotes the Labors and Dangers of the Afostolate. Dit- 
ferently from the foregoing authors, A. M. Schurmann asserted that the 
verb “‘to be baptized”” means the labors and the perils of the apostolate, and 
the ‘dead’? are the faithful themselves who are still living. Hence “to 
be baptized for the dead” would mean to devote oneself to the apostolate 
“for the dead,” that is, for the living faithful on earth, so that they may 
_ be saved. 

St. Paul might have called these faithful “dead” ironically, because, 
according to the erroneous opinion of the adversaries, they were truly to 
be considered “dead,” for they were constantly exposed to persecutions 
and to danger of death for the name of Christ.?® Therefore, in this case, 
the Apostle employed a prolepsis. 

Though they retain the meaning of the verb “baptizari’ as above, 
Harduin”® and Lallemant®® interpreted the word “mortui”’ not as the 
faithful, as Schurmann did, but as the unbelievers and persecutors them- 
selves who were still in need of conversion and who are reckoned as dead 
ini 108722) baked 79 1lor32)\E ph 2 1/514) Tim 537 bet. 
4 :6.31 

4) Baptism as the Persecutions Endured in order to Hasten the 
Parousia. Hoekstra, interpreting “baptizari pro mortuis” in the meta- 


27 TD. Edelstein, Exercitatio . . . de baptismate propter mortuos (Bernae, 1751), 
Dy G2. 

28 Schurmann, o.c., pp. 101-102. 

29 Comm. in N. T., (Amstelodami, 1741), pp. 523-525; see his Epistola ad De 
Langenmantel, in Opera selecta (Amstelodami, 1709), pp. 237-239, where he also 
rejects the other opinion of his earlier years to which we refer below, chap. 3, art. 2, 
sect. IT) no. 12: 

30 Lallemant, Premiere Epitre de St. Paul aux Cor., (Liege, 1847), pp. 144-145. 

31 Liung, Dissertatio de baptismo super mortuis (Londini, 1740), p. 17 tells us 
that Tanovius gives another explanation of the phrase hyper ton nekrén scil.: “much 
more than the dead”, i.e., the dead Fathers of the Old Testament. As though Paul 
had said: if there is no resurrection what will they do who now in the New 
Covenant suffer far greater tribulations than the Fathers of the Old Law. 
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phorical and eschatological sense, taught that tous baptizomenous were 
men worthy of esteem and honor, otherwise it was not fitting that Paul 
should draw his argument from their practice.*? 

But from kai v. 30 there follows a strict connection between the words 
kindyneuein and baptizesthai, and from which it is clear that this last word 
must be understood as the baptism of suffering.2? The same conclusion is 
drawn out of the present tense, which indicates, not an event already 
accomplished, as would be the baptism of water already received, but 
the state in which hoi baptizomenoi still live.3* 


The perils, suffering, and anguish of this baptism were for the dead, or 
for the benefit of the dead; for, when the faithful suffered these things 
from evil men, the measure of their iniquity was being filled, and in this 
way the punishment of the evil ones as well as the resurrection and glorifi- 
cation of the dead were hastened. The ancients were of the opinion, as 
it is related in the Apocalypse (6:9ff), that the day of vengeance and 
retribution would be delayed until the measure of the iniquities of Christ’s 
enemies had been fulfilled.®® 


Paul, therefore, would be attacking his adversaries thus: you hold as 
great and venerable those who are baptized for the dead, and myself who 
die daily, since you know that we bear all these things for the sake of 
the resurrection to come; wherefore you are no longer able to assail this 
belief without contradicting yourselves.*® 


5) Baptism Identified with Martyrdom. Having examined the other 
explanations and refuted them, Maldonatus thought that the true sense 
of the Pauline text could be arrived at if baptism were taken as the 
baptism of blood. “That this is the sense is clear from what precedes: 
for he had said a little before: ‘If in this life only we have hope in Christ, 
we are of all men the most miserable,’ because they who do not believe 
in the resurrection of the dead indulge in their passions as much as they 
can; but as Christians we undergo many perils, because we believe in the 
resurrection. This sense is clear also from what follows, for he adds 
immediately, ‘and we, why do we stand in jeopardy every hour?’ The 
conjunction ‘and’ undoubtedly joins similar thoughts. Therefore, one is 
also said to be baptized for the dead when he is in peril. Therefore what 


32 S. Hoekstra, “Proeve van Verklaring van 1 Cor. 15:29-30,” Theol. Tydschrift, 
24 (1890), p. 138. 

33 [bid., 

34 [bid., p. 140. 

35 Ibid., pp. 140-141. 

38 Ibid., p. 142. 
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he now calls ‘to stand in jeopardy’ he had called ‘to be baptized for the 
dead’ that is, to defend the resurrection of the dead’’.3” 

Among others, Gillandus?® and Massl®® held this opinion. Kistermaker 
offers three opinions on 15:29, the first of which is to suffer tribulations 
“in the hope of, or for the expectation of, the dead”.*° Lightfoot accepts 
the word “baptizari” in the same way, however he does not clearly express 
what he means by “for the dead’’.# 

Morus, taking “to be baptized” for the dead as the baptism of blood, 
parts’‘company with the others, because he maintains that hyper ton nekron 
is the same as hyper tou nekrou Xristou. Therefore those faithful or 
Apostles uselessly and foolishly are baptized for the dead Christ who him- 
self will not rise. “But why did (Paul) say hyper ton nekron instead of 
hyper tou nekrou Xristou. This he does by an enallage which is common 
if) Scriptmre.as’is clear from, 2ivPar) 24::253) Gen. 21073, Ex.) 4195) Mt. 
EXE AU e  Caaed 

Last of all, Rivetus** unites the views of Maldonatus and Morus, and 


37 Maldonatus, Opera varia theologica, Vol. 1, De baptismo, qu. 6, pars 6, An 
mortui baptizari possint, (Parisiis, 1677), pp. 52-53; see also his Comm. m Lucam 
in 15:50, (Moguntiae, 1876), p. 229. 

38 Gillandus (Claudius) Belliocensis, Collatio im omnes D. Pault Epistolas 
(Lugduni 1542), p. 176. 

39 F. X. Massl, Erklarung der hetligen Schriften des N. T., Bd. 8, (Wien, 1843), 
p. 296. 

40 J. H. Kirstemaker, Due heil. Schriften des N. T., Bd. 6, (Miinster,? 1844), pp. 
303-304. 

41], Lightfoot, Horae Hebratcae et Talmudicae wnpensae in Epistolam primam S. 
Pauli ad Cor., (Roterodami, 1686), p. 922. 

42 A. Morus, Ad quaedam loca N. T. notae, (Parisiis, 1668), pp. 170-171. 

43 Catholicus ortodoxus oppositus papistae, Vol. 1, tr. 2, qu. 54 De operibus pro 
mortuis, (Roterodami, 1640), p. 242. Colomesius differs slightly from the authors 
just quoted. Nevertheless, his opinion is filled with obscurities. “Hic agit Apostolus”’, 
so writes Colomesius, “de resurrectionis probatione ex constanti piorum omnium per 
caedes et ignem testificatione, qui, freti spe promissionum evangelicarum, martyrium 
nullum effugerunt ut se consortes per baptismum Christi esse ostenderent. Nam, 
propterea dicit “alioquin quid facturi sint illi qui baptizantur super mortwis’’: scil. 
qui patiuntur potius sua corpora a cadaveribus contumulari, quam ut negent spem 
ullam in coelo sibi esse repositam et communicatam baptismo Christi.” Opera 
theologici critict et historict argumentt: Observationes sacrae in varia S. Scripturae 
loca, (Hamburgi, 1709), p. 597. In this quotation the phrase “to be baptized” is 
taken metaphorically, and the baptism of Christ is mentioned twice “. . . se consortes 
per baptismum Christi ..., spem ...communicatam baptismo Christi.” Therefore, 
it is doubtful whether the baptism of Christ here is that baptism of blood with 
which it was fitting for the Savior to be baptized (see Mk. 10:38ff; Luke 12:50) 
or whether it is Christian Baptism and the Sacrament of the New Law. The second 
opinion, we think, is more probable. Even the expression “a cadaveribus contu- 
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maintains that they are baptized for the dead who, in order to defend the 
resurrection, suffer persecutions; that is, are baptized for the dead Christ 


ART. II. CRITICISM OF THE OPINIONS 


The above opinions, which tender a metaphorical interpretation of the 
phrase in question, do not seem to give us a solution which would be in 
every respect satisfactory. To begin with, we do not deny that the word 
“to be baptized” has sometimes a metaphorical sense; just as the phrase 
“to be baptized for the dead,” if one prescinds from the circumstances 
_ of the text, context, author, recipient of the letter, etc., can be accepted in 
a metaphorical sense. In this respect then, the above opinions cannot be. 
excluded on philological grounds. But if the verse be considered together 
with the context and other circumstances, we consider that a metaphorical 
interpretation must be rejected completely, or at most can be sustained 
only with difficulty. 

On a few occasions in Sacred Scripture the word “to be baptized,” 
“baptism,” is used in a metaphorical sense, signifying tribulations and 
sorrows (see Mark 10:38; Luke 12:50). At other times it means: to be 
washed, to be cleansed. (see Judith 12:7).** In the New Testament, how- 
ever, it usually signifies a religious rite, that is, a rite which in some way has 
a religious significance. St. Paul, in all other passages, uses the word ex- 
clusively in this last sense (see Rom. 6:3ff; 1 Cor. 1:14. 16ff; 10:2; 
1213): Galigs27): Col? Zelze ie vebanti ree Lee). 


mulari” is obscure; however, judging from the context, it probably means that the 
baptized are ready to have their own bodies heaped up in mounds (“contumulari”) 
with the bodies of those who have been put to death for Christ’s sake, rather than 
deny the hope which is laid up for them in heaven. 

44 See also the Vulgate text of 2 Esd. 4:23. 

45 It is hard to deny that baptism in this context has some religious meaning. It 
was not a mere material or physical washing, but it prefigured the Christian Sacrament 
of regeneration. 

46 Heb. 6:2 and 9:10 refer to a parallel or almost parallel Jewish practice 
mentioned in Mt. 15:2-11; Mark 7:2-16. In these passages the question is this: 
according to the Pharisees, those who “eat bread with defiled hands” become soiled, 
are rendered unclean. Christ answers: “There is nothing outside man that, entering 
into him, can defile him’ (Mark 7:5; see Mt. 15:11). The Jews attributed to these 
baptisms the power of preventing the contamination of man by the eating of bread 
or by any other thing that would enter into him from the outside. Since such a 
power could have its source only in religion, it follows that these baptisms were con- 
nected with religion. Because of parallelism the same thing must be said of Heb. 
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Because of the common, and, for St. Paul, exclusive acceptance of the 
word “to be baptized” in this religious sense, it is fitting that we do not 
reject such an interpretation for our verse, as obscure passages should 
be interpreted in the light of the clearer. 


In the passages quoted from Mark and Luke,** where the word has a 
metaphorical sense, this is clearly and easily understood from the context. 
For in Mark, on the occasion when the wife of Zebedaeus asks that the 
places of honor be given to her sons, one readily perceives that Jesus, who 
had come to teach us the worth and excellence of the cross and humiliation, 
would not promise them honor but humiliations. The metaphorical sense 
appears even more clearly from the reference to the chalice which Christ 
had yet to drink; of which mention is again made in the Garden of 
Gethsemani (see Mark 14:36). If the baptism which Christ proposed to 
the sons of Zebedee were a simple religious washing, there would be no 
question of their ability to receive it. Wherefore, the question “Can you 
be baptized with the baptism with which I am to be baptized?” would be 
useless. Thus in Mark 10:38, the context clearly shows that the word 
must receive a metaphorical sense. 


The same must be said of Luke 12:50, in which, if a metaphorical sense 
be not admitted, it is hard to envisage any relationship between a simple 
Jewish baptism and that metaphorical fire which Christ brought to the 
world, or that peace which Christ did not promise to His disciples. While 
the context of these passages of Mark and Luke suggest and even demand 
a metaphorical acceptance of the word “to be baptized” as the only inter- 
pretation, this is not verified in the context of 15:29. 


Maldonatus, Massl, Hoekstra and others*® based their metaphorical 
interpretation on the context, namely, on the relationship between v.29 
and vv. 19 and 30; however, we hold that such a relationship should be 
conceived differently. 

In fact, this is the progress of ideas in chapter 15: in vv. 3-11 Paul proves 
the resurrection of Christ from the preaching of the Apostles and from 
the historical apparitions of the risen Christ. Having inculcated this truth, 
which was generally admitted by the Corinthians (v. 11), the Apostle 
asserts the necessary connection between the resurrection of Christ and of 
the dead. This connection is so necessary, that if the resurrection of the 
dead be denied, so must the resurrection of Christ. Further, if the resur- 


6:2 and 9:10. Therefore, also in these passages, by the word baptisms, the Apostle 
does not mean any profane ablutions, but those which at least in some respect are 
connected with something sacred and religious. 

47 See above, preced. art. no. 1. 

48 See above, preced. art. nos. 4 and 5. 
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rection of Christ be denied, many absurd consequences result: the 
preaching of the Apostles is in vain, in vain is also the faith of the Corin- 
thians, the Apostles are false witnesses, and that against God (v.15), and 
the faithful are still in their sins (v.17). 

Whence is drawn a twofold conclusion respecting the dead and the 
living. First, they who have fallen asleep in the faith of Christ have 
perished, because they too died in sin since they were not redeemed by 
Christ. Next, the living, to whom the Apostle associates himself, are 
the most miserable of all men, for how can good works, the fight against 
the passions, mortifications, renunciations for the faith of Christ, benefit 
them if the dead do not arise, and neither does Christ? It is obvious, 
then, that the Apostle distinguishes a twofold order, one for the dead 
(v. 18), the other for the living (v.19). After the interpolation of vv. 20- 
28 where he treats of the old and the new Adam and of Christ’s complete 
victory over death,. the Apostle, still considering the hypothesis of the 
denial of resurrection, reverts to the twofold order of the dead (v. 18) 
and of the living (v.19) and continues to describe the parallel nature or 
similarity of their conditions: Why are they baptized? that they become 
participators of the miserable lot of the dead? (v. 29), why do we remain 
in jeopardy every hour, rendering our lot more miserable than that of all 
other men? 

Given, therefore, this distinction between the order of the dead (who 
definitely perished, v.18) and of the living (who are the most miserable 
of men, v. 19) the influence of vv. 19 and 30ff in determining the sense of 
v.29 cannot be admitted. Both v.29 and v.30 presuppose faith in the 
resurrection, but the sense of the verb “‘to be baptized” cannot on this 
account be considered parallel or synonymous with “to stand in jeopardy.” 

Nor is the question of the figurative sense of “to be baptized” proven 
from the conjunction kai as Maldonatus*® and Hoekstra®® hold, since this 
kai can and often actually does link words which are not synonymous but 
of different signification. For example, when one asks: “Why does 
Anthony cry and Marius laugh?” it is not valid to infer from the “and” 
that “cry” and “laugh” have the same significance. For the same reason © 
it is not valid in our case (15:29). The conjunction kat, linking v. 29 and 
v. 30 closely into one, rather points out something different, namely, that 
the Apostle looks on baptism and jeopardy in one and the same light, and 
attributes to them the same positive or negative value in respect to the 
attainment of the future life. 

Hoekstra, to sustain this same metaphorical sense, brought forward 


49 See above, preced. art. no. 5. 
50 See above, preced. art. no. 4. 
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another argument based on the present tense baptizesthai,°1 but to no 
purpose, as the use of the present tense can readily be explained by the 
repetition of the act of baptism, which takes place each time a new member 
enters the Church. 

These arguments against the metaphorical acceptance of “‘to be baptized” 
can be applied, more or less, to all the opinions given in the previous 
article. It remains now to make a few animadversions on each of these. 

1) With regard to the opinion of St. Robert Bellarmine,®? the learned 
words of Estius must be recalled to mind: “In the two places cited, (Mark 
10:38; Luke 12:50), ‘baptism’ does not denote any affliction or suffering 
whatever, but a vehement affliction wrought from without, such as are 
the waves of persecution and tribulation in Sacred Scripture, by which 
those who are buffeted and submerged seem to be baptized. This, how- 
ever, cannot be applied to voluntary afflictions such as prayer, alms, 
fasting, which are undertaken to help the dead’’.®? 

In addition, the reference of St. Robert Bellarmine to St. Ephraem and 
Peter the Venerable is not to the point. For the former, when near death, 
tells his disciples: “Come, brothers, and lay me out: for it is decreed that 
I remain no longer. . . . And when thirty days have passed, make a 
remembrance of me. For the dead are helped by the offerings made by 
the living.” To prove this last assertion, he continues: “Listen patiently ; 
and I will prove it to you from Scripture, if you like. . .. If the dead 
do not rise at all, why are people baptized for them? Because if the men 
of Matthatias ... by their oblations wiped out the debt of those who fell 
in battle, because they had participated by their actions in the sin of the 
Gentiles: how much more will the priests of the Son of God, by their 
holy offerings and the prayers of their tongues, be able to wipe out the 
debts of the dead !’’54 

From these words, in our opinion, we can only gather that: a) the 
dead are helped by the offerings of the living, b) this is proved from two 
passages in Scripture,5> namely, 2 Mach. 12:43-46 and 1 Cor. 15:29, 
c) therefore, baptism for the dead is helpful to the dead, d) what is the 
true nature of this “to be baptized for the dead” is not explained. There- 
fore, Bellarmine should not invoke the authority of St. Ephraem for his 
opinion, otherwise many other authors, who in “baptism for the dead” 


51 See above, preced. art. no. 4. 

52 See above, preced. art. no. 1. 

53 Estius, In 1 ad Cor. Comm., (Parisiis, 1891), p. 710. 

54S. Ephraem, Testamentum seu De fine suae vitae, in Opera omnia, (Romae, 
1743), p. 401, also p. 239. 

55 St. Ephraem quotes another passage which we omitted. 
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recognize in some way or another a rite favorable to the dead, could do 
the same. 


Peter the Venerable writes on this question: ‘At that time some, with a 
good but incorrect intention, were baptized for the unbaptized dead... . 
The Apostle speaking of their action judges it thus: he does not approve 
of such baptism but praises the intention of those who were baptized. 
Therefore, the Apostle rejects what he knows must be rejected, accepts 
what must be accepted, so that he exhorts them to help the dead with any 
good work whatever which is multiple (in effect) but not by baptism 
which is singular (in effect)’’.5® 

As is obvious, Peter too, (like St. Ephraem) recognized in “baptism 
for the dead” the good intenton to succor them, but as he accepts the word 
“baptism” purely in its proper and sacramental sense, he calls this intention 
“incorrect,” which he would not have done had he understood the ques- 
tion in the same way as did St. Bellarmine. There is no question, therefore, 
that Peter must be numbered amongst those who interpreted 15:29 as 
referring to real baptism. 


2) The interpretation of Brochmann disturbs the sequence and weakens 
the force of the passage. Indeed, as the Apostle is striving to prove the 
resurrection, there is no reason why he should leave this topic and inquire 
about how those who are mourning the dead can be consoled. By this 
insertion not only the transition from v. 28 to v. 29, but also from v. 29 to 
_v. 30 would be rendered too abrupt. 


Paul, moreover, regards “‘baptism for the dead” and his own jeopardies 
in the same light, and considers them praiseworthy or absurd according 
as there will or will not be a resurrection. According to Brochmann, 
however, if there were no resurrection, baptism (that is mourning for 
the dead) would be admitted and the jeopardies of Paul would be un- 
reasonable, and vice versa if there were a resurrection. 

The argumentation of v.29 necessarily entails that those who are 
baptized for the dead, whatever be the nature of that baptism, believe in 
immortality or in the resurrection. On the contrary, mourning for the dead, 
as proposed by Brochmann, in no way supposes such belief. Rather, the 
more they “cried”, that is, “are baptized,” the less faith they would be 
showing in the resurrection. 

3) Schurmann, with too much confidence, interprets the word nekroén 
as meaning the living faithful. Paul does not use this term for the faithful 
in any passage. | 

We do not know from history that already at that time the Corinthians 


56 Peter the Ven., Tractatus adversus Petrobrusianos haereticos, P. L., 189, 831. 
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were so exposed to danger and to martyrdom for the love of Christ that 
they could be considered by the pagans as dead. 

It cannot be shown positively whether those who were baptized for the 
dead were the Corinthians themselves or the faithful of other Churches. 
But the first opinion seems more probable, because the context of St. Paul 
presupposes that the baptized were well known to the Corinthians, and 
he does not specify them more clearly.5’ The historical difficulty is 
obvious, because up to date we have no knowledge of persecutions at 
Corinth before the writing of this Epistle, with the exception of St. Paul’s 
troubles with the Jews (Acts 18:12-17). In the whole Epistle there is 
no mention of present or past persecutions suffered by the Corinthians 
for the sake of Christ. Further, the schisms (1:40-4:24), the scandals 
(5:1-8; 6:1-11), the questions proposed (7:1-15:58), and especially the 
antithesis between the woes of the Apostles and the peace and prosperity 
of the Corinthians (4:9-13) presuppose the opposite. Therefore, it would 
be more advisable not to speak about the faithful who had been exposed 
so much to persecutions that “they should be considered as dead’”’.®8 

This historical consideration also holds against Hoekstra.5® 

Against Harduin we observe that in 15:29 neither the text nor the 
context suggest that the passage treats of the spiritually dead, whereas in 
the other passages he quotes (with the exception of 1 Pet. 4:6, the sense 
of which is disputed) the text or the context clearly show that there is 
question of the spiritually dead. Therefore, from these passages we can- 
not conclude to the same meaning in 15:29. Besides, if “dead” in v. 29” 
signifies “sinners and unfaithful” and in v.29” it signifies the physically 
_ dead, one word would have a twofold meaning in the same sentence, which 
is hardly consonant with rational exegesis, and autén would depend not 
from the preceding nekroi but from the more remote nekrén, which is 
against the rules of grammar, namely, that a pronoun should be referred 
to the immediately preceding substantive. Undoubtedly there are passages 
in which this rule is not observed,® as in Rom. 10:18; 2 Cor. 6:17; Luke 
21:21; Acts 4:5, but in these passages the sense necessary to the narration, 
the context and the grammatical correspondence of gender and number 


clearly indicate this grammatical inconsistency, while such is not the case 
in L529. 


57 Delatte, o.c., p. 321, says that St. Paul attributes “this practice” (of baptizing 
for the dead)” to unknown persons who are indicated only in the third person.” 
If the noted author wishes to say that the persons are unknown to us, there is no 
objection; but if he thinks they were unknown to the Corinthians, we cannot agree. 

58 Schurmann, o.c., p. 102; see also above, preced. art. no. 3. 

59 See above, preced. art. no. 4. 

60 F. M. Abel, Grammaire du Grec Biblique, (Paris, 1927), p. 135. 
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Finally, the genetive nekron militates against the opinion of Tanovius, 
because, if the preposition hyper were to signify: beyond, above, (Latin: 
praeter, supra, ultra) ,®+ the accusative case tous nekrous would have had 
to be used instead of the genetive. Further, it is unlikely that the Apostle, 
when speaking to the Gentiles, would refer to the example of the Fathers 
of the Jewish people, who would not be well known to them. 


4) We disagree with the opinion of Hoekstra also, because it is not 
proved that the faithful underwent persecutions and calamities with the 
special intention of allowing the cup of iniquity to be filled, so that they 
would hasten the advent of the Parousia and thus help the dead. They 
were not consoled in their tribulations by thinking of the succor given to 
the dead, but of the crown that awaited themselves in heaven. They 
suffered, therefore, rather for themselves than for the dead. From the 
Apocalypse (6:9ff) the contrary is deduced, because the saints are told 
to await, not the fulfillment of iniquity, but of number of the just. In the 
Apocalypse, therefore, the number of the just is stressed, while Hoekstra. 
passes over this fact in silence and accentuates only the malice of the 
persecutors. 


5) Maldonatus is not justified in stating that the phrase “to be baptized 
for the dead” is the same as “to be baptized for the defence of the resurrec- 
tion of the dead.” If Paul had wished to use an elliptical form, he should 
have omitted “for the dead” and not the other words, because he was 
speaking directly of the resurrection; again, when he says “resurrection”, 
“of the dead” is implied, while when he mentioned the “dead”, “the 
resurrection” is not necessarily implied; finally, the style of the dis- 
course would have called for the suppression of the word “dead” rather 
than of the word “resurrection”, since in 15:29 nekros is used twice, but 
the word anastasis is not found at all. 


Nor does the analogy proposed by Morus to explain the plural ton 
nekron seem more likely, as all rhetorical figures must be recognizable as 
such, and this is not verified in our case. Furthermore, in v. 31 Christ is 
not called nekrén or nekroi, but by His own name. The passage cited by 
Morus in support of his thesis is not convincing. Indeed, while he says 
that in Ex. 4:19 “. . . for they are all dead that sought thy life,’ and Mt. 
2:20 “. . . those who sought the child’s life are dead,” only Pharao and 
Herod are designated by the plural number, we reply with Lagrange: 
“,.. it is difficult to deny (in Matthew 2:20) ...a reminiscence of Ex. 
4:19... the plural in Ex. is quite natural and justified by pantes. In 


61 L. Rocci, Vocabolario greco-italiano, (Citta di Castello, 1941), 1889; F. Zorell, 
Lexicon Graecum N. T., (Paris, 1931), p. 1362. 
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Matthew it must be understood of Herod who had died; but it is not im- 
possible to suppose that others too had participated in his plan’’.® 

The Hebrew text of Genesis 21:7, to which Morus refers, is translated 
by Hummelauer® in this way: “Quis dixit Abrahae: Lactavit filios Sara? 
Quoniam peperi filium senectutis ei,” in which “lactare filios” is a generic 
expression by which Sara celebrates her fecundity and her faculty of 
feeding children given to her by God. 

Finally, in 2 Par. 24:25 “. .. and his servants rose up against him, for 
revenge of the blood of the son of Joiada (Hebrew Béné Yehoyada‘) the 
priest and they slew him in his bed,” since it is a question of avenging the 
blood of Zacharias alone, (see v. 20ff) it is easy to recognize that a dupli- 
cation (dittography) of Jod occurred in the Masoretic text; and that it 
should be read according to the Septuagint and Vulgate in the singular, 
Ben-Vehoyada‘. 

From the above exposition and critique we conclude that although the 
opinions which stand for a metaphorical interpretation of the phrase 
“to be baptized for the dead,” cannot be said to be positively opposed to 
the actual words of Paul, nevertheless they are entangled in many dif- 
ficulties and seem to be alien to his thought and do not give us a suitable 
solution. Wherefore, we hold that the solution of the question must be 
sought in something other than the metaphorical interpretation of the 
phrase “to be baptized.” 


62 Lagrange, Evangile selon St. Matthieu, (Paris,* 1927), p. 36. 
83 Comm. in Genesim, (Parisiis, 1895), p. 426. 


CHAPTER II 


BAPTISM IN THE PROPER SENSE, 
BUT NOT AS A SACRAMENT 


This chapter contains an explanation of the opinions of those authors who 
thought that Paul indeed spoke of some kind of baptism, ablution or im- 
mersion, but not of Baptism as a sacrament of Christian regeneration. 
Doubtlessly, such baptisms or washings were performed by both Jews 
and Gentiles for reasons religious or profane. Therefore, some think it is 
here that a solution of 15:29 is to be sought, and appeal in explanation to 
the custom of washing the dead before burial; or to the ritual washings per- 
formed in sacrifice for the dead; or to the legal ablutions required after 
contact with the dead; or to the purifications undergone in the name of the 
dead; or to the immersion sustained by those who dived after the dead 
bodies of the shipwrecked; or finally to the ceremonies of Christian Baptism. 
The following two articles will develop these theories and a criticism of 
each. 


ART. I. EXPOSITION OF THE OPINIONS 


1) Washing of the Dead. This first opinion originated with Theod. 
Beza who in his commentary on the New Testament published in 1598, 
abandoned the opinion of Calvin, which he had defended in the preceding 
third edition of 1582, and stated that the passage should be rendered thus: 
“Alioquin quid facient qui ablutione utuntur super mortuis? $1 mortui 
omnino non resurgent cur ablutione utuntur super mortuis?’’® 

The Latin expression “uti ablutione” can per se be taken in the reflexive 
(or middle) sense, and then it would mean: ablui, to receive an ablution, 
lavari, to be washed; or in the active sense, and then it would be: abluere, 
lavare, to perform an ablution, to wash. 

Beza prefers the latter sense, and he interprets the phrase, to perform an 
ablution upon the dead, as to wash dead bodies before burial. “For 
Paul,” he says, “took his argument from that burial or funeral ablution 
and anointing already carefully observed by the Patriarchs and mentioned 


64 Th. Beza, D.N.J.C. Nov. Test. cum interpretatione et adnotationibus (1598), 
DunL7 3: 
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in the pages of the Talmud. In fact, it seems to have been retained at first 
even by the Christians, as we gather from Acts 9:37, but it is probable that 
after a while it was gradually abolished together with legal rites of a similar 
nature. Perhaps even the pagans borrowed it from the ancient Patriarchs; 
hence we read : ‘A good woman washed the body of Tarquinius and anointed 
ita 

The practice of washing the bodies of the dead would be brought forth 
by Paul against his adversaries, because the Jews indulged in the practice 
precisely on account of their faith in the Resurrection of the body.®* No 
important exegetes follow this interpretation. 

2) The Wetting of those who Washed the Dead. Realizing that this 
hypothesis was scarcely compatible with the Greek baptizesthat, which 
will not bear translation in the active sense, Beza proposed a second theory 
summed up in these words: “If somebody would rather take the verb in 
the passive sense, it would be a verbal noun within the verb itself, as is 
often the case in Hebrew. The passage would then be translated: “quid 
facient . . . qui abluuntur ablutione super mortuos?’®’ This opinion is 
proposed much more clearly by Vasquez: “Some maintain that with Paul, 
to be baptized for the dead is the same as saying: to be wet by the same 
water with which the bodies of the dead are washed. For those who wash 
the bodies of the dead for burial are themselves necessarily wet, washed 
and baptized’’.®§ 7 
_ Beza says that even in his last interpretation ‘“‘the meaning is the same 

as in the first.” But it would have been better phrased had he said: In 

the second opinion it is still a question of the same rite performed for 
the dead. For the two explanations he proposes are distinct enough, the 
one having direct regard, as it does, for the ablution itself of the dead, 
and the other for the wetting necessarily sustained by those who wash the 
dead. In this second hypothesis the author is still regarding the custom 
of the Jews and not of the Gentiles, because he condemned “any funeral 
rites performed among pagan peoples.” 

Something similar to this opinion of Beza is to be found in the Commen- 
tary of St. Ephraem on the Epistles of St. Paul translated for the first time 
from the Armenian into Latin by the Mechitharist Fathers; Venice, 1893 ;® 


65 Ibid.; see also A. Barnes, Notes explanatory and practical on the First Epistle to 
the Corinthians, (New York, 1848), p. 322. 

66 “At inter Judaeos dubium non est quin hic ritus fuerit spei de corporum resur- 
rectione quaedam tessera et fidei possessio.” (Beza, ibid.). 

67 [bid. 

68 Vasquez, Comm. ac disputationes iw III partem S. Thomae. Ad 1 Cor. 15:29; 
qu. 69, art. 10, dist. 156, c. 3, (Lugduni, 1631), p. 434, col. b. 

69 “Quid facient qui baptizantur pro mortuis, si mortui non resurgunt? Si enim 
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however, as far as we know, there are not many who followed this theory. 

3) The Ritual Ablution used by the Jews before thew Sacrifices for 
the Dead. The intent of this hypothesis, formulated by Cornelius a Lapide, 
is briefly and clearly given in the following passage: ‘“They are baptized 
(for the dead), that is, they are purified for the sacrifices they are about 
to offer for the dead. For among the Jews it was a custom to be baptized, 
that is, cleansed, before sacrifices, prayers and every religious service. See 
Mark 7:8; Heb. 6:2; 9:10”. These texts prove that baptisms were fre- 
“quent among the Jews, but as far as the custom itself of offering sacrifices 
for the dead is concerned, Cornelius adduces no authority. However, he 
seems to have had in mind 2 Mach. 12:43 ff., which he had previously cited 
in the exposition of another theory. 

The opinion of Cornelius found favor with Lucas Brugensis™ and 
Menochius,’? both of whom repeated it in identical words and without 
addition. 

4) Ablution because of Contact with the Dead. Since God had de- 
termined through Moses (Num. 19:11-22) that anyone who touched a 
dead man or entered his tent would be unclean and would need a ritual 
ablution, “the explanation I favor,” says Vasquez, “is that ‘to be baptized 
for the dead’ is identical with ‘to be baptized by the dead,’ that is, by con- 
tact with the dead, or in order to wash away contact with the dead”. 

Therefore, Paul might have taken his argument from the faith of the 
Jews who, if they had not believed in-the Resurrection, would by no means 
have, with great care and solicitude, buried their dead, “even if it were 
afterwards necessary to be purified by a baptism from the uncleanness 
contracted by their performance of the burial”.7* Or Paul might have taken 
his argument from the very reason for which the law of impurity had been 
sanctioned, as if God had decreed it precisely in view of the future Resur- 
rection.” 

Lightfoot-followed this conjecture ; however, he proposed it together with 
his exposition of baptism of blood.“® Herrembauer published a dissertation 


non resurgunt, quid lucratur qui baptizat eum? cur baptizatur cum eo in baptismate?” 
(ad 15:29, p. 81). 

70 A Lapide, o.c., p. 326. The author is very obscure in this passage; hence we 
are not clear what opinion he defends. 

71 Lucas Brug., o.c., p. 164, col. a. 

72 Dioux (Abbot), La St. Bible avec les comm. de Menochwus, Vol. 8, (Paris, 
1877); p: 135. 

73 Vasquez, o.c., p. 434, col. b. 

74 [bid. 

7 Ibid. 

76 Lightfoot, o.c., p. 923. 
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in its defense ;*7 Cocceus,’® Mel,’® and many others hold it. 

5) Vicarious Purification for those who Died in Impurity. Another 
hypothesis built likewise upon the supposition of Jewish customs was elab- 
orated by Turrianus. Among the Jews, he says, those who touched a dead 
body needed a legal ablution (Num. 19:11); and if they died before they 
had received it, “others .. . solicitous for the welfare of the dead were bap- 
tized for their sins or for their legal impurity, that is, they saw to it that 
they themselves received . . . those ablutions without which their dear ones 
had departed this life. This they would never have done unless they already 
believed” in the Resurrection.®° 

The moderns who hold this opinion are Petit®! and Delatte.®? 

6) The Immersion of Divers after the Bodies of the Shipwrecked. 
According to a quotation of Heydenreich, another opinion, and a most 
singular one, was proposed by a certain Flaccius who thought that tous 
baptizomenous hyper ton nekron referred to divers who went into the ocean 
to fish out the bodies of the shipwrecked who had been drowned in a 
storm at sea’’.33 

Although this exposition appears almost ridiculous, still it supposes 
something that was possible in the maritime city of the Corinthians. More- 
over, taking “to be baptized” in the middle voice, without excluding the 
proper signification of the word, it lends to it a certain nuance of suffering 
and pain which is held by nearly all the authors whom we treated in the 
first chapter. Nevertheless, this opinion won no approval, for, besides 

-Flaccius, no one adopted it, and Heydenreich himself says of it: “It is 
scarcely worthy of mention”.®4 

7) The Ceremonies of Baptism or a Rite Analogous to These. From 
among so many explanations of this obscure Pauline verse, certain au- 
thors® believe only that of vicarious baptism to be adequate (see Chap. III, 


77 Disputatio theol. de baptismo super mortuos, (Jenae, 1737), see pp. 54-70. 

78 See Edelstein, 0.c., pp. 77-78. 

79 C. Mel, Antiquarius Sacer, (Francofurti ad Moenum, 1719), p. 19. 

80 F. Turrianus, Adversus Magdeburgenses Centuriatores ..., (Florentiae, 1572), 
pp. 416-417. 

81 Premiere Epitre aux Cor. (Paris, 1903), p. 653. 

82 O.c., p. 312. It is to be noted that, in order to strengthen his opinion, he adduces 
the following authorities: Tert. De Resurr., c. 48; Adv. Marc., V. 10; S. Epiph. Haer., 
28. We quote these passages in chap. 3, art. 1, s. 2, n. 1. However, they do not 
treat of Jewish customs at all, but of Christian Baptism. 

83 A, L. Cr. Heydenreich, Comm. in priorem D. Pauli ad Cor., Vol. 2, (Marburgi, 
1828), p. 537. 

84 [bid. 

85 F,. Ceulemans, Comm. in 1 ad Cor., (Mechliniae, 1926), p. 204; M. Sales, La 
Sacra Bibbia commentata, Vol. 2 (Torino), p. 178; C. Fouard, S. Paolo e le sue 
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art. I, sect. I, no. 1); but, on the other hand, desiring to avoid the great 
difficulties involved in this interpretation, they have produced a new theory 
according to which they “receive baptism for the dead” who, as proxy of 
the unbaptized dead, receive, not Baptism itself, which of its very nature 
cannot be received vicariously, but the ceremonies and rites of Baptism. 
On this point Ceulemans says: “perhaps ... these Christians (hot bap- 
tizomenol) . . . received only the solemnities of Baptism and the ablution 
in the name of the dead catechumen, so that by this external symbol they 
might testify that the dead person had the desire of Baptism, and that he 
died in the faith of Christ, and that he had the hope of a blessed Resur- 
rection’’.5¢ 

The patristic arguments invoked in proof of this interpretation are the 
same as those adduced for vicarious Baptism, namely, Tertullian, Add Marc., 
V.10; De Resurrect., Chap. 48; Ambrosiaster, Commentary on this pas- 
sage; St. John Chrysostom, Homil. 40 on 1 Corinthians; St. Epiphanius, 
Haer. 28. These passages from the Fathers receive thorough treatment in 
Chapter’ LIT. art, Tysect.” 11, no.) 1. 

For the defenders of the present opinion it is still a common enough 
preoccupation, (just as it is for the proponents of vicarious Baptism), first, 
to free the Apostle of the blame supposedly attached to his not having 
condemned baptism for the dead’? and secondly, to understand “the 
dead” in this passage as “unbaptized’.8§& All this solicitude makes us 
doubt whether these authors really think their opinion to be distinct from 
that of vicarious Baptism. 

Curci departed a little from this opinion and taught that St. Paul is 
speaking, not of the ceremonies of the sacrament of regeneration, but of 
another rite similar to Baptism: “... in those beginnings of Christianity, 
among the various means used to offer suffrages for the dead there were 
also ablutions, which were called baptism, either after similar Jewish cus- 
toms, or by analogy with the Christian sacrament”’.®° 


missiom, (Torino, 1942), p. 313; J. Bover, Las epistolas de S. Pablo, Vol. 1, (Bar- 
cellona, 1940), p. 255. 

86 Ceulemans, ibid. 

87 Bover, o.c., p. 255; Prat, The Theology of St. Paul, Vol. 1, (New York, 1926), 
pila; 

88 J. Sickenberger, Die Briefe des hl. Paulus an die Kor. u. Romer, (Bonn, 1932), 
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89 Curci, o.c., p. 172. Sickenberger, ibid., ad Allo, o.c., p. 414 seem to hold about the 
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ART. II. CRITICISM OF THE OPINIONS 


When treating the opinions in the first chapter, we noted that no im- 
portant philological objections could be brought against them. With even 
greater reason we can say the same of the opinions treated in the preceding 
article, with the exception of Beza’s; for, if v.29 is considered by itself, 
the very words can easily be made to yield various meanings. 

These opinions, moreover, understand the expression “to be baptized” 
in the proper sense, though not as referring to the sacrament of the New 
Law. And thus they are nearer to the habitual Pauline use of the word 
baptism (see 1 Cor. 10:2; Heb. 6:2; 9:10) than is the case with the opinion 
developed in the first chapter. Besides, they avoid the difficulty that arises 
from taking baptizesthat metaphorically, which is not used by Paul at all, 
and which we have already thoroughly criticized. In this regard, therefore, 
the opinions just explained are stronger than those examined in the first 
chapter. But in another respect they labor under a new type of difficulty 
from which the first are immune. For while in the first hypotheses, with 
the exception of Brochmann’s, the ‘“‘dead’’ under consideration could have 
been deceased for quite some time; in the second group of hypotheses, 
again excepting the opinion which holds for sacrifices for the dead, these 
“dead” are always regarded as rather recently departed. But if we con- 
sider the present tense of baptizoniat and Paul’s mode of argumentation, 
such a baptism for the dead was in use not only in the past but also when 
Paul was writing, and seems to have been well known to the Corinthians, 
and this implies at least a certain frequency of occurrence. This presupposes 
therefore, that there were at Corinth not a few cases of death, and to us 
this seems little consonant with so young a Church. 

Another thing that can be charged against many of the opinions just 
described is this: as an argument they adduce the Jews and rites for which 
Paul had a great horror, and about which the text is silent; in v.29 nothing 
is said about Jewish customs, and nothing in the context, proximate or 
remote, leads us to believe that they were being adduced by Paul. For in 
both Epistles to the Corinthians there is not a word about Judaizing Chris- 
tians in that community. It is not sure that the Jews are singled out among 
the factions in Corinth (see 1 Cor. 1:10-14,24). In fact, from the descrip- 
tion in Acts 18, we may conclude that at Corinth the light of the Gospel 
was received by only a few Jews, who, however, were sincerely converted. 
This being the case, it seems without basis and beyond all probability to 
suppose that in that Church there were faithful converts from Judaism 
who were laying again a foundation of the doctrine of baptisms (see Heb. 
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6:2). Nor may anyone offer in criticism that Paul was speaking of the 
non-converted and obstinate Jews, who, as the faithful knew, baptized 
themselves in their sacrifices for the dead. For in this case the Apostle’s 
argument would be of scarcely any moment at all, since it was hardly fitting 
that he propose to the imitation of the faithful those who were so hatefully 
opposed to the Gospel. Finally, if Paul had asked, “What shall the Jews 
do who are baptized for the dead?” anyone opposed to the doctrine of the 
Resurrection could have answered: ‘Their actions are always useless and 
foolish and they themselves are worthy of our pity, since they have not 
been illumined by the light of the Gospel.” 


Furthermore, apart from the last hypothesis which appeals to the rites 
and solemnities of Christian baptism, it is far from evident just how the 
other ablutions adduced are connected with faith in the Resurrection or 
immortality, for nowhere is such a relation between those baptisms and the 
Resurrection clearly stated. Therefore, the Apostle should have pointed it 
out, or, passing over those baptisms in silence, he should have argued 
directly from the very faith in the Resurrection. 

Besides, no one can deny that the argumentation of the Apostle would 
be more forceful if he were to take the material for their refutation from 
the rites customary, not among others but among his very adversaries (who 
were Christians, cf. v.12). And in this case nothing was more apt and 
more at hand than an appeal to Christian Baptism itself. 

Having made these observations which are of greater or lesser value 
against many of the opinions expounded, we shall now take up each theory 
singly and add a little on each, proceeding in the same order as in the 
foregoing article. 

1) We object to Beza’s explanation on both grammatical and historical 
grounds. He has nowhere proved by any reason or argument taken from 
the Greek that the twice-repeated passive or middle form baptizestha can 
likewise be rendered in the active sense. Even if we would concede his 
point, this type of word would have a direct object, and in place of hyper 
ton nekron we should have tous nekrous without any preposition. 

Nowhere does the history either of Jew or Gentile teach us that the care 
exercised on the dead, which was known to all, arose out of their ideas on 
the Resurrection. Probably neither Jew nor Gentile ever thought of it in 
their obsequies. Our author will concede this in the case of the Gentiles, 
but denies it in that of the Jews. This exception, however, is a sheer 
assertion and can, therefore, be denied without further proof. But if the 
Jews really washed dead bodies because of their faith in the Resurrection, 
and Paul wanted to employ this to refute his adversaries, he should have 
laid an altogether different foundation for his argument. He should never 
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have asked those who were, after all, Gentile Christians: “If there is no 
Resurrection, why do the Jews wash the bodies of the dead?” for his adver- 
saries, little instructed in Jewish customs, would certainly have answered: 
“They wash them for the same reason that other nations do,” and thus 
the Apostle’s efforts would have been frustrated. But if he were arguing 
from the faith of those who washed the bodies of the dead, he should have ~ 
appealed not to the Baptism, but to the faith itself. 

2) The other hypothesis of Beza seems to us to be altogether deficient, 
and we are amazed that he could have seriously proposed such a futile 
explanation, since the wetting sustained by those who washed the bodies 
of the dead is of no moment whatsoever in relation either to the burial rites 
or to faith in the Resurrection; therefore it can hardly be referred to 
when Paul is treating of either the washing of the bodies or of their future 
Resurrection. 

3) The chief defect in the third explanation proposed by Cornelius a 
Lapide lies in this, that he bases his argument on the presupposition of 
frequent sacrifices for the dead among the people of God, about which we 
know little or nothing. 

We do not deny that 2 Mach. 12:43-46 teaches us that Judas “sent 
twelve thousand drachmas of silver to Jerusalem for the sacrifice to be 
offered for the sins of the dead.” But it must be noted that the sacred 
writer, immediately after mentioning this. sacrifice, quickly adds in its 
justification that Judas had thought “well and religiously concerning the 
_ Resurrection”. And after proving this by arguments taken from faith in 
the Resurrection and from the reward promised and guaranteed those who 
die a holy death, he concludes: “holy and godly (was) the thought of 
(Judas), wherefore he made expiation for the dead, that they might be 
freed from sin’’.°° 

But this polemic and doctrinal digression, which seems so much out of 
place amid descriptions of wars, is perhaps best explained in this way: 
What Judas had done would excite the wonderment of others as something 
altogether novel; wherefore the writer, before passing on to the next 
subject, wanted to justify his hero. This supposition together with the 
attending circumstance that the description in 2 Mach. 12 :43-46 is the only 
deed of its kind mentioned in the whole Old Testament, leads us to believe 
that public sacrifices for the dead were uncommon. We know nothing 
about private sacrifices. 

Surely, none of this will further the opinion of Cornelius, which, even 
granting that among the Jews there were frequent sacrifices for the dead, 


90 This translation is based on the Greek; see, Knabenbauer, Comm. in duos lhbros 
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we would still reject on another score, namely, Jews, or Jewish-Christians, 
certainly did not carry on this practice of “baptizing for the dead” in 
Corinth, because according to the Law, they could offer sacrifices to God 
only in Jerusalem. Now can anyone object that Paul, in writing to the 
Corinthians, alluded to the ceremonies customary in the temple at Jeru- 
salem; of these the Gentile Christians probably knew little or nothing, 
and moreover, the Apostle alluding to them would have done so not in 
three words only, but he would have been more extensive and clearer. 


Then, too, in such sacrifices, the ablution would have been a certain 
ritual norm for those who offered the sacrifice; but “for the dead,’ the 
sacrifices themselves were intended, not the ablution. Therefore, in no way 
could the Apostle have passed over the sacrifices in silence, and considered 
as profitable to the dead the baptismal ceremony. 


4) To the opinion described in the preceding article under no. 4 we 
object that only when God himself reveals it, can we know the reason for 
laws which proceed from His own free will. Therefore, it can in no way 
be proved that it was precisely in view of the Resurrection that God decreed 
that by contact with the dead impurity would be contracted. Moreover, 
according to Lev. 11:8-43, uncleanness was likewise contracted from clean | 
and unclean animals in whose resurrection no one believed. 


Against this hypothesis others could be proposed with at least equal 
right. Probably this effect was a consequence and a “sign of the curse of 
death and corruption . . . brought on by sin’.®! Or better, the law was 
decreed as a hygienic measure, and hence not only people, but also places 
and containers had to be washed or baptized. 

Nor is it evident that it was out of faith in the Resurrection that the 
Jews would rather incur uncleanness than omit taking care of the bodies. 
Care of the dead is found among all peoples, and is best explained by the 
natural charity and devotedness we feel toward parents, brothers, and 
friends, as well as by a certain reverent and religious sentiment we experi- 
ence in the presence of the dead. 

Even if we concede that the law (Num. 19:11 ff) was decreed by God, 
or that it was observed by the Jews in view of the future Resurrection, we 
would still have to explain why Paul does not adduce the divine plan or 
the faith of the Jews in the Resurrection, but a baptism which in such 
circumstances would have been of less importance in proving it. 

5) The defect in Turrianus’ opinion (see no. 5 in the preceding article) 
is that he assumes that there was among the Jews a practice of vicarious 
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purification or baptism for those who died tainted with legal impurity. 
This practice is nowhere mentioned and is still to be proved historically. 

Furthermore, the present tense of the verb baptizontai and Paul’s mode 
of argumentation suppose that this kind of rite was performed with some 
frequency, and this leads to the further unfounded assumption that a great 
number of people were dying without a legal purification, the reception of 
which we believe was not very difficult. 

6) It is obvious to all that the explanation of Flaccius is to be rejected 
and is far removed from the mind of Paul, who is speaking not of the mere 
natural kindness manifested in rescuing the dead bodies of the shipwrecked, 
but of the Christian life, which the faithful had the obligation of professing. 
Furthermore, fishing for the bodies of those drowned at sea has nothing 
in common with the doctrine of the Resurrection, for the shipwrecked will 
also rise from the dead. 

7) The opinion of Ceulemans and of others whose solution lies in the 
solemnities or ceremonies of Baptism, seems hardly to keep even a sem- 
blance of history, because we find these ceremonies only after Paul’s time. 
For if we take a look at what the Acts have to say about Baptism, we shall 
find its administration very simple, without any foundation whatsoever 
for the distinction between Baptism itself and its solemnities. 

Curci’s opinion is not to be condemned as altogether improbable, because 
it can be understood either of vicarious substitution or of suffrages for the 
dead, and thus is not weighted down with difficulties of a theological or 
dialectical nature. But, as the same Allo concedes, it is a mere hypothesis,®? 
and it is based only upon words whose meaning is controverted, and lacks 
historical foundation. 

From what has been said about the opinions which understand the 
Pauline verse in the proper sense, but not as the sacrament of the New 
Law, it is clear that not very many serious philological and grammatical 
difficulties can be lodged against them. But considering the context, the 
author, the original recipients of the letter, history and other circumstances, 
neither does this second chapter offer a solution to our question which is 
satisfying in every respect, and which definitely removes all doubt. There- 
fore, we shall next analyse those attempted solutions which understand the 
verb “to be baptized’ in the sacramental sense. This we shall do in the 
following chapter. 


92 Allo, o.c., p. 414. 


CHAPTER III 


BAPTISM AS A SACRAMENT OF THE 
NEW LAW 


Having already treated in the first chapter those opinions which defend 
a metaphorical interpretation of Baptism in 15:29, and in chapter two, 
those opinions which understand Baptism in the proper sense, but not 
as the sacrament; in this last chapter we must consider those opinions 
which take Baptism as the Christian sacrament of the New Law. This 
chapter will be divided into three articles. The first treats of the various 
opinions of those who hold that Baptism for the dead benefits not its 
recipients, but others. The second deals with those who maintain that 
the benefit or good of the sacrament accrues to those who receive it. Each 
of these articles has two sections, one devoted to an exposition of these 
opinions and one to a critique of the same. In the third article we shall 
expound the opinion we prefer to all the others. 


ARTI. BAPTISM RECEIVED FOR THE BENEPIT 
OF OTHERS 


As will be evident in our exposition, the nine opinions referred to in 
this article were formulated under widely differing circumstances of time 
and authorship. Nevertheless, in many cases, they contain elements by 
which they can be logically linked one with the other. Therefore, they 
are most easily, and, we hope, most aptly treated in the following order: 
the traditional opinion of vicarious Baptism, its revival by the Mormons, 
its revision by Preisker. After that comes Baptism of the dead, which 
some authors wrongly believe is derived from vicarious Baptism; then, 
Baptism as a suffrage for the dead, which arose as a subjective interpre- 
tation of vicarious Baptism; next, two other hypotheses follow, one pro- 
posed by Olshausen, the other by Muller, which, as we shall see, are in 
some respects related. Lastly, we shall treat of a new hypothesis proposed 
by Hofmann. 


SECT. I. EXPOSITION OF THE OPINIONS 


1) Vicarious Baptism. The most common interpretation of 15:29 is 
that of vicarious Baptism, performed by the Marcionites, and proposed 
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as a valid exegesis for the first time by Ambrosiaster. According to this 
author, Paul in our text, “wishes to show how fixed and firm is the Resur- 
rection of the dead, by giving the example of those who were so sure of 
the future Resurrection that they would even be baptized for the dead 
who died before they could be baptized. Fearing that anyone who had 
not been baptized would either not rise at all, or rise only to be damned, 
a living person was baptized in the name of the deceased. This example 
is not an approbation of what they did but merely shows their firm faith 
in the Resurrection. . . . By saying ‘why do we stand in jeopardy?’ he is 
making a distinction of persons which shows that those who were bap- 
tized for the dead were not Catholics’? Many of the earlier Latin 
writers®* of the Middle Ages and many of the Scholastics,®* believing that 
St. Ambrose had held this opinion, slavishly repeated it, never bothering 
to doubt it, or to inquire how or from whom he came to a knowledge of 
such a Baptism. This interpretation counts even many moderns among 
its followers and defenders.%® 

However, of the great number of authors who refer to this opinion, some 
simply note it without subscribing to it themselves as, for example, 
Nicholas of Lyra.®* Others examine different opinions together with the 
hypothesis of vicarious Baptism without favoring any one in particular; 
thus, Gorranus,®® Episcopius,°? Hugh of St. Cher.1°° Still others, while 
they refer to several solutions, prefer the opinion under consideration. 


93 Ambrosiaster, Comm. in 1 ad Cor., P.L., 17,280. 

94 Rabanus Maurus, Expositio in 1 ad Cor., P.L., 112,148; Haymo of Halberstadt, 
Expositio in 1 ad Cor., P.L., 117,598; Peter the Ven., o.c., P.L., 189,831. 

95 Peter Lombard, Collect. in 1 ad Cor., P.L., 191, 1683; Hugh of St. Cher, o.c., 
p. 117 bis, col. a; St. Thomas, 1 ad Cor. expositio, (Turin, 1899), p. 397. 

96 J. Diodati, La ... Bibbia tradotta ... e commentata, (Genevae?, 1641), p. 203; 
J. D. Michaelis, Anmerkungen zum ersten Briefe an die Kor., (G6ttingen, 1791), 
p. 304; A. Maier, Comm. tiber den ersten Brief Pauli... an die Kor., (Freiburg 
im Br., 1857), p. 358; C. F. G. Heinrici, Erklarung der Korintherbriefe, (Berlin, 
1896), p. 476; Holzner, L’Apostolo Paolo (Brescia’, 1944), p. 342; J. Weiss, Der 
erste Korintherbrief, (Gottingen, 1910), p. 363; A. Bisping, Erklarung des ersten 
Briefes an die Kor., (Miunster3, 1863), p. 280; Bernardino of Piconio, 1 ad Cor. 
triplex expositio, (Parisiis, 1872), p. 344; Vence, Dissertation sur le Baptéme pour 
les morts, La Ste. Bible, Vol. 22, (Bruxelles, 1829), p. 243; Schaefer, Erklarung 
der beiden Briefe an die Kor., (Miinster, 1903), pp. 22-23; A. Lemonnyer, Epitres 
de St. Paul, (Paris, 1905), p. 169; E. Kuhl, Erklarung der paulinischen Briefe, 
(Berlin, 1907), p. 139-140. } 

97 Nicholas of Lyra, Jn 1 ad Cor., Biblia . . . cum Glossa etc., Vol. 6, (Venetiis, 
1588), p. 58 bis. 

98 Nich. Gorranus, In D. Pauli Epist. dilucidatio, (Antuerpiae, 1617), p. 238, 
col. a. 

99 S. Episcopius, Quaestio 35: Quid sit baptizari pro mortuis. Opera theologica, 
Vol. 1, (Amstelodami, 1650), p. 33. 

100 Hugh a St. Cher, o.c., p. 117 bis, coll. a, b. 


“THOosE WHo ARE BAPTIZED FOR THE DEAD” 5 


Thus, St. Thomas gives the opinion of vicarious Baptism in the second 
place, but prefers it.10!_ The same could be said of many other authors.1° 
Some, finally, attempt to explain our verse by the opinion of vicarious 
Baptism alone, while merely noting other opinions or omitting all men- 
tion of them.1° 

Nor are the authors of one mind in their interpretation of tous 
baptizomenous. For some of them maintain that these were the very ones 
denying the doctrine of the Resurrection (see 1 Cor. 15:12).1°* The 
Apostle would consequently be using his argument to prove that they 
were contradicting themselves. Embracing the exact opposite view, others 
say that those who were baptized in no way denied the Resurrection ; 
thus Haymo of Halb.: “There were some Corinthians who did not be- 
lieve in the Resurrection; others believed that those who died after being 
baptized would rise again, but that those who died without Baptism would 
either not rise at all or rise only to be damned.’’?°° Another group main- 
tains that, by a single ablution, a person was baptized both for himself 
and for the dead,!°° and consequently the one Baptism would be of benefit 
to many. Still another group teaches that those who had already received 
Baptism were re-baptized: ‘‘and thus allowed themselves to be baptized 
many times, once for themselves and the rest for their deceased friends.’ 


101 St. Thomas, o.c., p. 397. 

102 Heydenreich, o.c., p. 519. 

103 Haymo of Halberstadt, o.c., P.L., 117,598; Rabanus Maurus, o.c., P.L., 112,148; 
Holzner, o.c., pp. 341-342; Mangenot, Baptéme pour les morts, Dict. Theol. Cath., 
Vol. 2, 360-361; M. Drach, Epitres de St. Paul, (Paris, 1871), p. 223; A. Vacant, 
Baptéme des morts, Dict. de la Bible, Vol. 1, 1441-1442. 

104 Baronius, Annales Eccl. ad annum 75 p. Ch. (Romae, 1588), Vol. 1, p. 478. 
“De ceterorum mortuorum resurrectione copiosissime agens ... suis ipsorum factis 
. . . (qui eam negabant) arguens, haec ait: quid enim facient qui baptizantur pro 
mortuis etc. .. ?” Weiss is even clearer: “Ji potesousin is naturally a kind of 
logical future, but it. also implies: what will they do in the future? They can no 
longer uphold the practice. But to this corresponds et holds nekrot ouk egeirontat, 
ti kat baptizontat hyper auton? In other words, already their present conduct is 
characterized as contradictory. This allows of only one conclusion, that the very 
persons who were denying the Resurrection were following this practice.” O.c., 
p. 363; see also E. Reuss, Les Epitres Pauliniennes, (Paris, 1878), p. 263. 

105 Haymo of Halb., o.c., P.L., 117,598; it is evident that these words of Haymo 
rely upon the passage of Ambrosiaster just quoted. This is also true of Herveus 
Burg., Comm. in 1 ad. Cor., P.L., 181, 983-984; Atto Verc., o.c., P.L., 134,402; 
Rabanus M., o.c., P.L., 112,148; Peter the Ven., o.c., P.L., 189,831. The same can 
be said of many others. 

106 J. Diodati, o.c., p. 203; see also Allo, o.c., p. 413. 

107 Nicholas of Lyra, o.c., p. 58 bis; St. Thomas, o.c., p. 397; Maier, o.c., p. 358; 
Heinrici, 0.c., p. 676; Holzner, o.c., p. 341; Kuhl, o.c., p. 140; H. Drach, Epitres de 
St. Paul, (Paris, 1871) ; Weiss, o.c., p. 363. 
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Michaelis is undecided between the two hypotheses: ‘“These . . . de- 
clared at their Baptism that it should be valid for themselves, and for 
their children who had died in infancy, or even submitted to another 
special Baptism in their stead.”18 

Millard, however, desirous of strengthening the hypothesis of vicarious 
Baptism and of more easily obviating its difficulties, taught that those who 
were baptized were heads of families who, when they came to receive 
the sacrament, very often brought along other members of their family, 
even those who had just passed away. The dead were, therefore, vicari- 
ously baptized in the person of the head of the family to which they had 
belonged and to which they still belonged, at least by the bond of charity. 
Such a vicarious Baptism was necessary in the early ages of the Church 
to avoid dissension among the various members of the same family. This 
would have constituted a serious obstacle to the spread of the Christian 
religion, because many would not have accepted it for fear of being sepa- 
rated from their deceased relatives.1° 

Regarding the word “dead”, many are thus far in agreement: the dead 
spoken of in our text were pagans well known to those who were baptized 
for them, and were probably even their friends and relatives. Many authors 
argue to this conclusion from the presence of the article ton before nekron, 
for example, Kuss,1?° Sickenberger,'1 Holzner,!? Billroth.1% 

Ambrosiaster suggested that perhaps the dead here mentioned had 
passed away after they had accepted the faith but before they could be 
baptized; others expressly call them catechumens.144 Michaelis, however, 


108 Michaelis, o.c., p. 304. 

109 “The thought of Baptism separating finally and forever the living from the 
beloved dead would doubtless exercise a deterrent influence upon many otherwise 
willing to enter the laver of regeneration and become fully initiated Christians. .. . 
By such a baptism hyper ton nekron many an uneasy mind would be set at rest, 
and many a scruple and prejudice against accepting Christianity be overcome; nor 
could it be regarded as a mere artifice on the part of the Evangelist; for there 
would be nothing in it repugnant to the spirit of the Church, any more than the 
custom of sponsors at Baptism, while it would be eminently suited to the exigencies 
of the times.” Millard, 1 Cor. 15:29, The Expositor, 1890, p. 239. 

110 “Tn Korinth gab es offensichtlich Christen, die sich ftir verstorbene hetdnische 
Angehorige oder Freunde taufen liessen.” O. Kuss, Die Briefe an die Romer, 
Korinther u. Galater, (Regensburg, 1940), p. 189. 

111 O.c., p. 77. 

112 “Accadeva a Corinto che qualcuno si facesse ribattezzare in rappresentanza 
di qualche parente morto nel paganesimo.” Holzner, o.c., p. 342. 

113 Comm. zu den Briefen des Paulus an die Kor., (Leipzig, 1833), p. 224. 

114 See Mangenot, o.c., p. 360-361; Vacant, o.c., 1442; C. J. D. Ellicot, The First 
Epistle ... to the Cor., (London, 1883-1884), p. 438; Reus, o.c., p. 263. 
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noting that those who were vicariously baptized had to know that the 
dead would have accepted the Gospel had they lived, concluded that Paul 
is speaking of parents who were baptized for their children who had died 
in infancy, or of Jews who were baptized for their parents.1!® 

Presupposing some possibility of vicarious substitution among the 
Corinthians, Catholic authors tend to explain Baptism for the dead as a 
logical development from a twofold premise: from the necessity of Baptism 
and from the relief which the living can procure for the dead: in other 
words, from the dogma of Purgatory and related truths. For, as we have 
seen, these authors believe that the dead spoken of in the text had passed 
away without Baptism and that therefore their friends, fearing for the 
happiness of the deceased, came to their assistance by being baptized in 
their stead. 

Certain non-Catholic authors,1® biased by their preconceived notions 
concerning the influence of paganism on primitive Christianity, teach that 
the origin of Baptism for the dead, and especially of vicarious substitu- 
tion, is to be sought for in the beliefs and customs of the pagans; thus 
Reitzenstein: “The so-called vicarious baptism which appeared in the 
Church of Corinth already in apostolic times . . . cannot be looked upon 
as an original, Christian practice, but only as an accommodation of a 
pagan mystery-rite to Christian notions and precepts.”117 The Apostle, 


115 “Nur in einem Sttick gehe ich von der gewOhnlichen Erklarung ab: sie will dass 
Taufen ftir Todte sei fiir Neubekehrte (Catechumenen) geschehen, die wahrend ihres 
Unterrichts im Christenthum gestorben waren, ehe sie die Taufe hatten erhalten kon- 
nen; allein zur Zeit der Apostel ging kein so langer Unterricht vor der Taufe vorher, 
sie geschah gleich, gemeiniglich am ersten Tage da man glaubig ward, wie wir aus der 
Apostelgeschichte sehen (2:41ff; 16:15,33) und der vollstandigere Unterricht folgte, 
der Verordnung Christi Matt. 28:19 gemass erst auf sie. Eher sollte ich denken, 
solche, deren Kinder vor der Bekehrung der Altern zu Christo gestorben waren, 
hatten bei der Taufe erklart, sie solle fiir sie, und flir ihre in der Kindheit gestor- 
benen Kinder gelten, oder gar eine eigene Taufe an ihrer Stelle iibernehmen: 
vielleicht auch Juden hatten dies in Absicht auf ihre frommen Altern getan, von denen 
sie wussten, dass sie den Messias sehnlich erwartet hatten, und die bestorben waren, 
ehe die Predigt des Evangelii zu ihnen gelangte.” Michaelis, o.c., p. 304. 

116 H. Lietzmann, An die Korinther 1 u. 2, (Tibingen?, 1923), p. 83; W. Bousset, 
Der Brief an die Galater. Der 1 u. 2 Brief an die Kor., (Gottingen, 1917), p. 158; 
Toxopeus, 1 Cor. 15:29 Theologisch Tydschrift, 45 (1911), pp. 285-286; Bachmann, 
o.c., p. 453, note; J. Leipoldt, Die urchristliche Taufe im Lichte der Religions- 
geschichte, (Leipzig, 1928), p. 58. 

117 R. Reitzenstein, Die Hellenistischen Mysterienreligionen, (Leipzig, 1927), p. 
233; G. Hollmann, Urchristentum in Korinth, (Leipzig, 1903), p. 22 has this to say: 
“Da derartige Anschauungen (namely, of substitution and of magic, traces of which 
he claims can be found in 15:29) als genuine Bildung des Christentums véollig 
unmoglich sind, so bleibt nur die Annahme fremdartiger Einwirkungen tbrig.” 
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therefore, influenced by the Orphic mysteries8 or other rites such as 
“taurobolium”™® and the Baptism of the Mandaeans,!#° admitted the 
magic-savoring practice of vicarious Baptism as permissible.1*4 


2) Vicarious Baptism of the Mormons. Though in many points this 
interpretation of 15:29 agrees with the foregoing, in others it does not. 
Hence we judged it deserving of separate treatment, especially in view of 
the fact that Mormons actually practice Baptism for the dead and attempt 
to defend it. 


Joseph Smith, the patriarch of the Mormons, commanded his followers 
to keep a diligent record of any Baptism they administered or which was 
received in the Mormon temple. The book of these records will be the 
book of life from which people are to be judged according to Apocalypse 
20 :12.122 “Now,” he says to his followers, “the nature of this ordinance 
consists in the power of priesthood, by the revelation of Jesus Christ, 
wherein it is granted that whatsoever you bind on earth shall be bound 
in heaven, and whatsoever you loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven. 
Or, in other words, taking a different view of the translation, whatsoever 
you record on earth shall be recorded in heaven, for out of the books 


118 There are especially two passages which recall these mysteries: Plato, The 
Republic, Book II (translated by B. Jowett; New York; Vol. 2, p. 53): “And 
mendicant prophets go to rich men’s doors and persuade them that they have a power 
committed to them by the gods of making an atonement for a man’s own or his 
ancestor’s sins by sacrifices of charms, with rejoicings and feasts”; O. Kern, Orphi- 
_corum fragmenta, (Berolini, 1922) fr. 232 (208), p. 245: “Every year all men 
offer powerful holocausts and celebrate the mysteries seeking the forgiveness of the 
crimes of their parents.” 

119 This argument is especially urged by Hollmann, o.c., pp. 22-23. 

120 Reitzenstein, o.c., p. 233 refers to these. 

121 The Gnostics also thought that Baptism for the dead was useful for others 
and that hyper corresponds to anti; but since their arguments are of little moment 
let us refer to them in a note: “Cumque Apostolus dicat: (the Gnostics say) 
Alioqui quid facient qui baptizantur pro mortuis? pro nobis, inquit, angeli baptizati 
sunt, quorum membra sumus. Nos autem, mortui sumus, neci dati constitutione hac: 
viventes vero et masculi qui status huiusve sunt participes. Si mortui non resurgunt, 
quare et nos baptizamur, quare similes in virorum numerum collocati membris uti 
nos et membris aduniamur.” (Excerpta ex scriptis Theodoti) (in the works of S. 
Clement of Alex), P.G., 9, 667-670. In the same work we are told that angels 
are baptized together with men. See ibid. 695: “Ad baptisma gaudentes accedere 
conveniebat, sed quoniam saepenumero descendentibus nonnullis spiritibus etiam impuri 
una descendunt, cumque homine sigilli fiunt participes, insanabiles in posterum 
facti sunt, hancque ob causam gaudio timor admiscetur, ut quis purus solus ipse 
descenderit.” 

122 J. Smith, Doctrine and Covenants of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day 
Saints, Sect. 128, nos. 1-5, (Salt Lake City, Utah: 1948), p. 232. ¢ 
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shall your dead be judged, according to their own works whether they 
themselves have attended in their own propria persona, or by means of 
their own agents. . . .”1%3 

In order to prove that such an authority exists in the priesthood, Smith 
quotes Mt. 16:18. Furthermore, recalling the rite of Baptism he says: 
“, . to be immersed in the water and come forth out of the water in 
the likeness of the Resurrection of the dead coming forth out of their 
graves; hence, this ordinance was instituted to form a relationship with 
the ordinance of baptism for the dead, being in likeness of the dead.’’?** 
‘“.. . In relation to the baptism of the dead, (he adds), I will give you 


another quotation of Paul, 1 Cor. 15:29... . And again, in relation with 
this quotation I will give you a quotation from one of the prophets, who 
had his eye fixed on... baptism for the dead; for Malachy says, last 


chapter, verses 5th and 6th: ‘Behold, I will send you Elijah the prophet 
before the coming of the great and dreadful day of the Lord. And he 
shall turn the hearts of the fathers to the children and the hearts of the 
children to their fathers, lest I come and smite the earth with a curse’... . 
It is sufficient to know in this case that the earth will be smitten with 
a curse unless there is a welding link of some kind or other between the 
fathers and the children, upon some subject or other; and behold what 
is that subject? It is the baptism for the dead. For we without them 
(the dead) cannot be made perfect, neither can they without us be made 
perfect. Neither can they or we be made perfect without those who have 
died in the Gospel also.”??° 

As far as we can see, the prophet, Joseph Smith, teaches: (1) That 
the power given by Christ to the Apostles (see Mt. 18:18) and to Peter 
(see Mt. 16:18), affects also the dead; and that the word “to bind” could 
be interpreted “to record,” “to write a record in the book of life,” which 
will be used for the last judgment. (2) That to the dead shall be imputed 
works written in their record by the Apostles, whether they themselves 
have attended to those works in their own propria persona or by means 
of their proxy: it makes no difference! 3) This doctrine is derived from: 
(a) the symbolic immersion and emersion of Baptism; (b) 1 Cor. 15:29; 
(c) Malachy 4:5.6; (d) the necessary dependence of our perfection or 
happiness on that of men who died without Baptism or received it invalidly 
because they were not baptized by Mormons who alone have the authority 


123 [bid., no. 8, p. 233. 
124 [bid., no. 12, p. 234. 
125 Jbid., nos. 16-18, pp. 234-235. 
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to baptize from Christ, and consequently to make a valid record in the 
book of life.1?® 

The arguments which the Mormons use to defend their founder’s teach- 
ing are the following: it is an unthinkable and immoral doctrine to admit 
that all those men who died or who will die without Baptism are damned 
forever.1*” For Christ, according to 2 Pet. 4, and the Apostles, according 
to The Shepherd of Hermas, Book III, Simil. IX, no. 16, came to the 
dead to preach the Gospel to them;!78 so “the dead not only have the 
Gospel preached to them, but are free to accept or reject it, exactly like 
the living.’’!*9 But since the souls of the dead, on account of their being 
souls, cannot be baptized or washed with water, it is necessary that some- 
body allow himself to be baptized as a proxy of the dead.12° Concerning 
this substitution through a proxy Nibley emphatically asks: “. . . is there 
anything wrong with receiving it (Baptism) by a proxy? Is it not a far 
more extravagant arrangement to have an infant at Baptism accept the 
Gospel by proxy, as most Churches do? Those offering the child for 
Baptism, we are told ‘answer for it’ and the little one believes ‘through 
another’ (in altero) because he sinned through another.”2*1 


Baptism for the dead belonged to the belief of the early Church, 
as we are taught by 1 Cor. 15:29;18? but with the death of the Apostles 
and with the general “bankruptcy of the Church,” was also lost the doc- 
trine of Baptism for the dead?** until the prophet Joseph Smith received 
it again by revelation from God.1*4 


126 “Very many of those who have gone into the spirit world have never submitted 
to the ordinance of Baptism, while vast numbers of those who had been baptized 
had the ordinance administered by one who held no rightful authority whatever 
and whose acts God will not by any means recognize. They stand in the same 
position to the ‘Kingdom of God’ that a man does, who, as an alien to the govern- 
ment of the United States, has received his papers of citizenship from a man who 
held no office under the government, and as a consequence, has no authority to 
confer these rights upon anyone’; these are the words of the Mormon Elder John 
Morgans, The Plan of Salvation, (Independence, Jackson County, Mo.), p. 20. 

127 Hugh Nibley, Ph.D., Baptism for the Dead in Ancient Times, The Improve- 
ment Era, 52 (1949), p. 212. 

128 [bid., 51 (1948), p. 786 and (1949), p. 25; see also Morgan, o.c., pp. 17-19. 

129 Nibley, o.c., 52 (1949), p. 60: “I believe that we go out of the world free 
to do good or evil, and I believe that if a soul repent and turn to God even in hell, 
he will turn not away.” Morgan quoting the words of a certain Rev. H. W. Thomas. 

130 Nibley, o.c., 52 (1949), pp. 90-91. 

131 [bid., 52, (1949), p. 213. 

132 [bid., 52, (1949), pp. 109-110. 

133 [bid., 52, (1949), pp. 146-148. 

134 Morgan, o.c., p. 21. 
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3) Vicarious Eschatological Baptism. Preisker, influenced by Protes- 
tant ideas regarding the nature and evolution of the sacrament of Christian 
regeneration, advocates vicarious Baptism in an eschatological sense. He 
holds that 15:29 refers to verse 28, and follows the same line of argument 
for the final glorification of Christ and of the just.1%> 

Thus, together with the Jews on the one hand (whose attitude is 
apparent from Henoch 47:5,18° and 4 Esdras 4:35), and the Apocalypse 
7 :3ff, and Hermas, Book III, Simil. IX, nos. 6-5 on the other,!8* there 
was a common expectation of the end of the world and of the subsequent 
reign of the just, which was to come as soon as the predetermined number 
of the elect had been fulfilled.48® At first, according to Preisker, Baptism 
had little significance, but later it came to be considered as a sign and a 
seal by which a person was recognized as one of the faithful, and as an 
instrument productive of grace. Already in Acts 18:23-28, where the 
outstanding works of Apollos are related, we find that he is still un- 
baptized,3*9 

In the early stages of Christianity, then, we discover many of the 
faithful enjoying the supernatural life of grace and the light of the Gospel, 
although they had never received Baptism, not even at the point of death. 
Hoi nekroi of 15:29 were among this number. Later, with the rapid estab- 
lishment and organization of the Church, Baptism came into common use, 
and was considered a necessary sign of a disciple of Christ; even more, 
a baptized person became the equivalent of a person faithful, pious, and 
just.14° Here we arrive at a point where only through Baptism is a man 
considered “just,” and the faithful who have died without Baptism can 
no longer be included among the number of the just. Therefore, this 
number is much reduced and it becomes necessary to have others baptized 
in their stead lest the end of the world be delayed too long.4*4 A substi- 
tution of this sort should have been quite conceivable to the early Chris- 
tians for they knew that the divine Master died for His disciples (Mark 
14:24; Luke 22:19; 1 Cor. 15:3) and that the disciples in turn should 


135 H. Preisker, “Die Vikariatstaufe i Kor. 15:29, ein eschatologischer nicht 
sackramentaler Brauch,” Zeits. fiir Neut. Wiss., 23 (1924), p. 299. 

136 [bid., p. 300. 

137 [bid., “Es wird erzahlt, dass die schlechten Steine aus dem Turm heraus- 
genommem und durch andere ersetzt werden mtissen, d.h. eben doch, dass eine 
bestimmte Anzahl Frommer zum Turm gehéren, ohne die er nicht vollendet, das 
Ende nicht da ist.” 

138 [bid. 

139 Jbid., p. 301. 

140 [bid. 

141 [bid., p. 302. 
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suffer and die for Him (John 13:37; Acts 9:16; 15:26; Col. 1:24) and 
also that they should be ready to do the same for each other (John 13:34; 
Roma 923; pho deus 

Thus the living were baptized for the dead, and apparently with good 
reason. For it did seem unfair to both the living and the dead that the 
latter be expelled from the number of the just and that consequently 
the just should have to wait a longer time for the parousia. “Vicarious 
baptism,” concludes the author, “is therefore not a sacramental but an 
eschatological usage.”!4% This statement has to be understood as meaning 
that the practice of baptizing for the dead arose from eschatological rather 
than from sacramental ideas. 

Schweitzer also admits the possibility of vicarious Baptism if it is under- 
stood in the light of the eschatological expectancy; but only for those 
dead who lived before the birth of Christ and who were assisted by their 
relatives. He attempts to establish his thesis from 1 Cor. 7:14, where 
the Apostle teaches that the husband can be sanctified through his wife, 
and the child through his parents.1*4 

4) Baptism of the Dead Sought Vicariously. It is Ambrosiaster’s 
opinion that among the Corinthians, the living had been baptized for the 
dead. Yet others are inclined to believe that the dead themselves were 
baptized, provided the surviving relatives requested it. St. Paul would be 
pointing out such a usage; therefore in 15:29 it would be a question of 
a Baptism requested by a proxy but actually administered to the dead. 

Julian of Eclanum is the first to record this theory: “From this passage 
(15:29) arose the error of those who think that in Gospel times there 
had been a custom for bystanders to make profession for the deceased and 
to pour water over the bodies of the dead; but the custom itself appar- 
ently had its genesis in ignorance.’’!* 

From a certain similarity between these words and those of Chrysostom 
regarding the usage of the Marcionites,14® Mangenot!*? and Delazer1* 
have been led astray, and neither recognized nor pointed out the patent 
differences between the two theories. It seems that the same mistake was 
made by Leipoldt.1* 


142 Tbid. 

143 Jbid., p. 304. 

144 A Schweitzer, Die Mystik des Apostels Paulus, (Tttbingen, 1930), pp. 276-278. 

145 St. Augustine, Contra secundam Juliant responsionem wmperfectum opus, 
Pel: 45;31597. 

146 See below, next Sect. no. 1, near the end. 

147 O.c., 360 and 363. 

148 P, J. Delazer, De baptismo pro mortuis, Antonianum 6 (1931), p. 113 and 
p. 128. 

149 Teipoldt, o.c., p. 58. 
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In the first centuries, Baptism of the dead was undoubtedly practiced 
by ignorant Catholics as well as by heretics. Indeed, Tertullian says: 
“The married he (Marcion) will not unite, the united he will not admit, 
for he deals only with the celibate and the eunuch, reserving Baptism only 
to the dead or the separated.”!5° Likewise St. Philaster affirms of the 
Cathafrigians: “These people baptize the dead.’’! Perhaps St. Gregory 
Nazianzen had the same practice in mind when he rebuked an old man for 
postponing his Baptism and ironically asked him: “Are you too waiting 
to be baptized after you are already dead?”!5? St. Irenaeus,*? Epipha- 
nius!** and Theodoret!*® make references to other forms of Baptism of the 
dead or dying, although these do not seem to have been the sacrament of 
regeneration.!°® In the year 397, canon six of the Third Council of Car- 
thage condemned the practice of baptizing the dead: “Take care lest the 
ignorance of the brethren lead them to believe that the dead can be 
baptized.?’157 


5) Baptism: Suffrage for the Dead. Prat in-his explanation of 15:29, 
has some expression which puts him nearly in a class with those who refer 
the text to the ceremonies of Christian Baptism. But he chiefly brings out 
that he stands for the vicarious Baptism’s theory. Yet, in the final analysis, 
he gives such an exposition of this theory that he changes it entirely, thus 
proposing a new hypothesis. 


Like the majority of those who hold vicarious Baptism, Prat interprets 
“the dead” as catechumens who died before receiving Baptism; hence he 
says: “One of his relatives or friends received the ceremonies of the 


150 Tertullian, Adversus Marcionem, |. 4, c. 11, P.L., 2,382. Herrenbauer says, 
that to prove that the Marcionites baptized the living for the dead, the words just 
quoted are much better (“longe melius”’) than others of the same Tertullian which 
are mentioned by us below in the following art. no. 1, near the end. 

151 St.-Philastrius, Haeres, 49, \P.L., 12,1665. 

152 Gregory of Naz., Oratio 40 in sanctum baptisma, no. 17, P.G., 36, 379. 

153 “Alii sunt qui mortuos redimunt ad finem defunctionis, mittentes eorum capitibus 
oleum et aquam sive praedictum unguentum cum aqua et supradictis invocationi- 
bus. ...” St. Ireneus, Contra Haereses, I.1, 21, P.G., 7,666. 

154“Sunt enim ex ipsis aliqui, qui oleum aqua temperatum capiti morientis asper- 
gunt. . ..”-. St. Epiphanius, Haeres XXVI, n. 2, P.G., 41, 634. 

155 “Alii quidam post mortem oleum et aquam mortuorum capitibus iniiciunt, sic 
forte dicentes ut ipsi invisibiles sint superioresque evadant interiectis dominationibus 
et potestatibus.” Theodoret, Haereticarum fabularum compendium, 1, 1, 11, P.G. 
83, 362. 

156 Delazer, o.c., pp. 117-118. 

157 Ph. Labbens-G. Cossartius, Sacrorum Conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio, 
(Venetiis, 1767), Vol. 3, p. 381. 
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sacrament for him.”!°8 Moreover at the end of the chapter, in note 76, 
he writes: “The text in itself is quite clear, and is well explained by the 
Ambrosiaster.” After quoting the Ambrosiaster’s explication (see it above, 
no. 1), he continues: “When the heretics of different sects had adopted 
this usage and attached their errors to it . . . the interpreters tried to 
explain the text differently.”°? But he concludes: “Our explanation, 
(that given by Ambrosiaster) which is evidently the most natural, and 
the only one which does not appear forced, is also the one usually 
adopted.’’16° 

From all this it is apparent that the author considers himself an adherent 
of the wide-spread interpretation of vicarious Baptism. Otherwise, he 
would not have spoken of the deceased catechumens, nor of parents and 
friends being baptized for them, nor of the text as being “well explained 
by Ambrosiaster,’ nor even of his own opinion as “the one only usually 
accepted.” 

Nevertheless the author’s hypothesis does not agree with that of 
Ambrosiaster, for it is based entirely on an explanation of the preposition 
hyper by anti, so that Baptism is received not to the advantage of another, 
but rather in his name, place and stead. If this interpretation of the 
preposition hyper is admitted or denied, then vicarious substitution, and 
as a consequence, Ambrosiaster’s solution of the problem, is admitted or 
denied accordingly. 

Now, Prat explicitly rejects this theory; consequently he must reject 
vicarious Baptism as well. Pointing out precisely that hyper must be 
- understood in a sense different from anti, he says: “An act of faith and 
piety on their part could be profitable to the deceased. But there was 
danger of believing that in having themselves baptized for the dead (hyper 
ton nekron) that is to say, for their advantage, they had had themselves 
baptized in the place of the dead (anti ton nekrén), so as to procure for 
them the effects of Baptism. . . . Some heretics, the Cerinthians, Mon- 
tanists, and Marcionites fell subsequently into this error and thereby came 


158 Prat, o.c., Vol 2, p. 136. By the phrase “the ceremonies of the sacrament,” 
the author, as we said, approaches the opinion explained in chap. II, art. 1, no. 7. 
But the whole context of his words and especially the clear and repeated affirmation 
by which hyper must not be understood as anti as well as the conformity which 
he thinks he is preserving with the traditional view of vicarious baptism lead us 
to think that the phrase “the ceremonies of the sacrament” is to be understood of 
baptism. 

159 [bid., p. 137, in note. 

160 Jbid., in note. 
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even to the point of baptizing corpses, though not without incurring the 
general condemnation of the Church.’ 

But his opinion becomes a little obscure when he says: “But there was 
danger of believing that in having themselves baptized for the dead... 
they had had themselves baptized in the place of the dead... .” Indeed 
someone can suspect that the Corinthians had really thought that they 
were baptized in place of the dead; but that this conclusion is to be ex- 
cluded clearly appears, (a) from the very word “danger”, for if the 
Corinthians were baptized in the name of others, then this should rather 
be called an error, and not a danger; (b) from the explanation that is 
given for the phrase hyper tén nekron, that is to say, for their advantage; 
(c) from the antithesis already shown between hyper and anti; (d) finally, 
it becomes clearer from the words which follow the quotation: “Some 
heretics . . . fell subsequently into this error ... ,” which obviously mean 
that something is attributed to the heretics which differed from that 
which was done by the Corinthians. Ricciotti followed this opinion and 
stated it even more clearly,1® 

Therefore, unless we are mistaken, Prat and Ricciotti propose a Baptism 
other than that received through vicarious substitution. We might call it 
“Baptism received as a suffrage for the dead.” 

6) Hastening of the Parousia and Aid for the Dead. Olshausen is not 
very far from Prat in his interpretation of hyper; but, being a Protestant, 
he disagrees to the extent that he exchanges the idea of suffrage for 
that of pleroma: the fulfillment of the number of the just, and this notion 
he attributes to the first Christians. From the article tén before nekron, 
and from the relationship which he states between the dead referred to in 
v. 23 and those in v. 29, Olshausen says that we are forced to consider 
these deceased as fairly well known and already baptized. 

With this in mind, hyper must not be taken to mean in the name and 
place of another, but rather in favor of or for the benefit of another. Those, 
therefore, who were baptized acted for the dead or for the benefit of the 
dead, since by increasing the number of the faithful, they brought aid 
to the dead inasmuch as they were perfecting that fulness (pleroma) of 
which St. Paul speaks in Rom. 11:12-25, and which must necessarily be 
achieved before the just who die in the Lord can enjoy the glory and 


happiness of the Resurrection.1® pg 

161 [bid. 

162 J. Ricciotti, Paolo Apostolo, (Roma, 1946), p. 425. 

163 “Der Artikel gestattet nicht, an irgend welche Todte zu denken, sondern an 
bestimmte, bekannte Todte; der Zusammenhang mit v. 23 weist auf die im Herrn 
Verstorbenen. Halten wir diese Beziehung fest, so leuchtet ein, dass hyper hier nicht 
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Anyone can see, then, that Baptism for the dead, as conceived by 
Olshausen, has its source in a supposed expectancy of the end of the world, 
and of the Resurrection of the dead. 

7) The Defense of the Dead and of Their Faith in the Resurrection. 
Another opinion, proposed by Miller, agrees with the one just explained, 
especially regarding its relation to the belief in the Resurrection, and 
regarding the dead, who are considered as having been formerly baptized. 
“By tous nekrous,’ Muller claims, “we must certainly understand in this 
place tous kowmethentas en Christo of v. 18, ... The preposition hyper is 
to be understood in a defensive sense. ... Those persons are baptized for 
the dead, then, who by their Baptism defend the dead in their belief in a 
blessed Resurrection, of which Baptism is the seal. The gist of Paul’s 
argument would be this: If you do not believe that they who have fallen 
asleep in Christ will be raised up to life, why do you defend them by being 
baptized, since you are baptized in order that the promise of life which 
they have secured through faith may also serve to increase your faith ?’’1® 

From these obscure words, especially where it says: “The gist of Paul’s 
argument ...,’’ we gather: (a) those who are now dead once belonged 
to the number of the faithful and received the bath of regeneration; 
(b) those who are said to be baptized for the dead are the same as those 
who denied the Resurrection; (c) St. Paul would be arguing from the 
baptismal rite itself which is a seal of the Resurrection. Who deny the 
Resurrection of the dead and yet received (or have received) Baptism 
are guilty of a contradiction. By the very fact that they make use of 

Baptism they defend the belief which they otherwise deny, since it is 
implied in the reception of Baptism; for they receive Baptism precisely 
for the purpose of becoming sharers in the promise of the Resurrection, 
which the dead believed and now await. 

Therefore, those who were baptized (and deny the Resurrection) in 
reality defend or confirm the dead and their belief in the Resurrection; 
in other words, they are baptized for the dead, namely, in their defense 
and in the defense of their belief. 


die Bedeutung ‘anstatt’ haben kann, denn jene Todten sind ja selbst schon getauft, 
sondern dass es ‘fiir, zum Besten’ heissen muss. Inwiefern kann der Apostel aber 
sagen, dass die zur Kirche hinzukommenden Glatibigen sich zum Besten der Todten 
taufen lassen? Insofern als eine gewisse Zahl, ein pleroma, der Glatibigen erforder- 
lich ist (vergl. zum Rom. 11:12.25), die erst vollzdhlig sein muss, ehe die Parusie 
und mit ihr die Auferstehung erfolgen kann.” Olshausen, Die Briefe des Apostels 
Paulus an die Kor., (Reutlingen, 1836), pp. 690-691. 

164 H, Miiller, Dissertatio de baptismo pro mortuis, (Rostocki, 1665), p. 48. 
However, the author, perhaps because of his own uncertainty in this opinion, offers 
another on the same page which we will explain below, art. 2, sect. 1, no. 9. 
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There is but little difference between this conjecture of Muller and 
that proposed by De Dieu!® and repeated by Pool.1%6 

8) The Baptized Have Something to Do for the Dead. ‘The last 
opinion to be explained in this section is that of Hofmann, which agrees 
with the other opinions already treated in so far as it admits that the 
baptized have something to do for the welfare and utility of the dead; 
but this is expressed very obscurely. 

The peculiar feature of this conjecture is that it joins “for the dead” 
with “what shall they do’’?®" and makes hoi baptizomenoi the subject of 
the verb.16 It seems that the author arrived at this new construction 
by considering the different tenses of poiesousin (future) and baptizomenot, 
baptizontai (present). Because of this difference, he claims, it seems likely 
that those who are baptized in the present have something to do for the 
dead after the reception of the sacrament, that is to say, in the future.1° 
To avoid having to admit some sort of “baptism for the dead’, at least 
in vv. 29-30, he contends that the words hyper autén belong to v. 30, and 


165 “Tt is agreed among all that Baptism is the seal of the Resurrection, because 
it is administered to the body of the faithful making it partaker of the death and of 
the Resurrection of Christ, and because Baptism is the seal of the covenant expressed 
by those words of promise ‘I am your God.’ From these very words the Savior 
very strongly proves the Resurrection in Lk. 20:37-38. It must be especially remem- 
bered that Baptism administered publicly in the Church as the seal of the covenant, 
assures the promises (of Resurrection) not only to those who receive it, but also 
to the entire Church, that is, both to the militant and to the triumphant Church, 
to the Church of the living and to the Church of the dead since the dead are members 
of the Church together with the living; and in the same way as the living, the dead 
also possess their salvation only in hope, and they confidently wait for the fulfillment 
of the promised Resurrection. Whoever, therefore, are baptized in the Church, are 
baptized not only for themselves but also for the faithful departed, not in order 
to help them or to alleviate their sufferings or in their stead, but in order to renew 
continuously the promises of the covenant which were made to them and which 
must still be fulfilled, so that as long as and as often as Baptism is administered, 
so long and so often the promises made to the dead will be renewed, namely that 
God is their God.” L. De Dieu, Critica Sacra sive Animadversiones in Toca 
dificiliora V. et N.T., (Amsterdam, 1693), p. 708. 

166 M. Pool, The First Epistle of Paul the Apostle to the Corinthians, (London, 
1852), p. 596. 

167 “ | . konnte Paulus unbedenklich so schreiben, wie er tat, ohne eines Andern 
gewartig zu sein, als dass die Leser hyper ton nekrén mit tt potesousin verbinden 
wurden.” J. Ch. K. Hofmann, Der erste Brief an die Kor., (Nerdlingen, 1874), p. 364. 

168 “ | . wobei sich die Bezeichnung des Subjects durch das prasentische hoi 
baptizomenoi daraus erklart, dass es sich um ein Thun handelt, welches mit der 
Annahme der Taufe, dem Eintritte in die Gemeinde Christi seinen Anfang nehmen 
sollte.” Ibid., p. 365. 

169 Jbid., pp. 161-162. 
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that the pronoun auton refers not to nekroi but to the subject of the verb 
baptizontai.. 

Who these dead might be or what the baptized must perform in their 
favor is hard to understand. Certainly, these “dead’’ are not the baptized 
themselves in so far as they are in a state of death, nor are they to be 
identified with Christ and His followers who have died in His faith; for 
the author considers these explanations and others like them so absurd 
that they do not need to be refuted.1"1 Therefore, according to him “Thus 
the readers were induced to understand hyper ton nekron of such dead 
persons for whom a Christian was able and obliged to do something, and 
it was very natural to take it this way since Baptism was a transfer from 
death to life. Or should not they, who through Baptism had been delivered 
from that death which was originated by sin, do their share for those | 
who still were in such a state of death so that they too might share in 
lier 12 : 

The Apostle’s words, then, would have this meaning: “If there is abso- 
lutely no Resurrection, what will the baptized do, that is, why will they 
act, in favor of the dead? for that matter, why are they themselves bap- 
tized? and why do we stand in jeopardy every hour for those who are 
baptized ?’’178 

With this opinion of Hofmann we have finished the exposition of the 
views which teach that the “baptism for the dead” benefits not the bap- 
tized themselves but someone else. Now we shall proceed to the second 
section in which we shall evaluate these views. 


SECT. II. CRITICISM OF THE OPINIONS 


In this section we shall show what, in the opinions just described, fits 
or does not fit the text and context of 15:29 and the historical truth of 
the primitive Church. 

We freely concede that the word baptizesthat must be accepted in the 
sacramental sense, and this for a threefold reason: first, because of the 
difficulties which militate against a metaphorical interpretation (see 
Chap. i, art. II); secondly, for other reasons explained in the second 
article of the preceding chapter, which do not favor any other sense; and 
thirdly, because of the very words of the Apostle which, unlike 1 Cor. 10:2 


170 [bid., p. 166. 

171 [bid., p. 362. 

172 Thid., p. 365. 

173 J. Stosch also adheres to this opinion. Die beiden Briefe an die Kor., (Giiter- 
sloh, 1910), pp. 104-105. 


“THose WuHo ArE BAPTIZED FOR THE DEAD” 47 


and Heb. 6:2; 9:10, do not in the least imply that he is not speaking of 
the Baptism of Christians. Moreover, Paul’s very mode of procedure 
makes it clear that he is speaking in 15:29 of something which is well 
known, and which could most aptly be sacramental Baptism. 

We do not find any reason for censuring the sacramental interpretation 
of “to be baptized,’ but, on the other hand, we see no foundation for 
admitting many other assertions, for example, that Baptism was received 
both in one’s own name, and in the name of others (see above, note 106), 
or that the same person received it many times (see above, note 107), 
and so forth. | 

1) The various opinions which interpret 15:29 in the sense of vicarious 
Baptism, as will be clear from the following, may have some basis in 
the use of the preposition hyper understood as: “in the stead, in the name, 
in the place of another.” The attribution of such a meaning to hyper does 
not in the least violate the idiom of the Greek language, for even though 
the Greeks have a special preposition, anti, to express substitutions and 
actions performed vicariously or in another’s name, they nevertheless often 
use the preposition hyper in exactly the same sense. 

For example, in the Classics!" we find: to speak,1” answer,1"® accuse,1™7 
pray,?*§ do something,!* to be implicated,!®° in the name, in the place of, 
or as a proxy of another (hyper). 

More frequent examples of the same usage occur in the papyri:1®! “He 
wrote in the name (hyper) of Dionysius” ;18* “I, Heron, have signed in 
my wife’s name (hyper) too, because she is illiterate” ;1®3 “Neither he 
himself nor any other in his name (hyper) to bring any accusation” ;154 
“T profess that I have received . . . from you in the name of (hyper) 
Horus, my husband, who is also called Apollonius. See 

The Apostle also knew that hyper was used in the sense of anti and 

certainly employed it in this way in Philemon v. 13: hina hyper sou moi 
diakoné; probably also in Gal. 3:13: “Christ redeemed us from the curse 


174 For the following examples see Rocci, Vocabolario greco-italiano (Citta di 
Castello, 1941), 1889. 

175 Xenophon, Anab., 5,5,13; Cyr.,. 3,3,14. 

176 Plato, Repub., 590. 

177 Xenophon, Anab., 7,7,3. 

178 Plato, Menexenus, 248. 

179 Demosthenes, 242; Miiller, ed. Oratorum. 

180 Antiphontes, 2,2,5; Miller, ed. Oratorum. 

181 For the following examples see Abel, Gramm. de Grec. Bibl. (Paris, 1927), 224. 

182 The Tebtunis Papyri, London, 1902-1907, 104,39. 

183 Fayum Towns and Their Papyri, London, 1900, 100,21. 

184 The Tebtunis Papyrt, London, 1902-1907, 383,45. 

185 Papyrus grecs et demostiques, ed. Th. Reinach, (Paris, 1911), 11,4. 
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of the law, becoming a curse for (hyper) us’; and in Rom. 9:3, where, 
recalling that the Jews were separated from Christ and from His salvation, 
he cries out: “For I could wish to be anathema myself from Christ in 
stead of (hyper) my brethren.” In both cases, the words can be under- 
stood in the sense of a vicarious substitution in taking the curse and the 
anathema.15° | 

The defenders of vicarious Baptism, conceding that such a practice would 
be an outright abuse, hold, nevertheless, that Paul appealed to it for the 
sake of argument, without thereby approving it. But this cannot be 
admitted at all, for two reasons: (a) such an argument would be worth- 
less, and (b) from the context it seems that the Apostle not only does 
not reprove, but on the contrary, favors the practice mentioned in 15 :29,187 

a) In the hypothesis proposed by Ambrosiaster, namely, that the 
Apostle is referring to a custom prevalent among unlearned believers, 
Paul’s argument would be worthless. For, we could counter with this 
dilemma: those who are baptized for the dead act either wisely or. fool- 
ishly. Not the first, because then they would not practice an erroneous 
rite which was not approved by St. Paul; not the second, because if they 
were acting foolishly, the person who would wish to be instructed by 
them or would wish to argue from their practice, would be even more 
foolish, and the opponents of the Resurrection could have easily answered : 
“You ask, what shall they do? They act foolishly, because they are fools.” 

To Baronius, Weiss, and others (see above, note 104) who hold that 
those who were baptized for the dead were themselves the corrupters of 
_ the doctrine of the Resurrection, Spanhemius rightly answers: “this ... 
can be conjectured, but not proved; on the contrary, it seems highly 
improbable that there could have been among those who denied the Resur- 
rection, so many zealots for Christian Baptism that they even thought it 
could benefit the dead.’’188 

We would reply to Baronius thus: It is reasonable to suppose that those 
who denied the Resurrection and at the same time held on to such a 
contradictory rite as Baptism, undoubtedly justified their practice at least 


186 F. Zorell, Lexicon Graecum N.T., (Paris, 1931), p. 1361, quotes other passages 
which nevertheless are not certainly to the point. 

187 “Tt is true that he (Paul) wishes to emphasize the intention in this case, and 
not discuss the practice, which . . . he takes for granted . .. but only as a last 
resort would one pounce on that he disapproved the custom. He certainly does 
not cite a practice which he condemns, for that, of course, would weaken his argu- 
ment: if baptism for the dead is wrong, why should it be cited to strengthen that 
faith in the resurrection which it illustrates?” H. Nibley, o.c., 52 (1949), p. 91; 
see also Preisker, o.c., p. 299; and Hofmann, o.c., p. 364. 

188 Spanhemius, o.c., p. 586. 
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by some specious reasons. Now, the Apostle would have had to attack 
and destroy these reasons before he could hold up to them the contra- 
diction that existed between the practice of Baptism for the dead and the 
denial of the Resurrection; and afterwards, he would have shown them 
more explicitly and directly their evident contradiction. Otherwise his 
argument would not have been either strong, or clear or conclusive.1®® 

b) Nor is there any foundation whatsoever in the text or context for 
the opinion of Ambrosiaster and others who hold that the Apostle, by 
employing the third person in the verb “they are baptized,” and the first 
person when he asks, “why do we stand in jeopardy?” is making a dis- 
tinction of persons, which shows that those who were baptized for the 
dead were not Catholics and that he does not approve their practice.1*° 
For the distinction of persons can easily be explained since St. Paul had 
already been baptized and was among those who were standing in jeopardy 
for the sake of Christ and not among those who were going to be baptized. 
Or better, as Heydenreich says: “there is a gradation in vv. 29-32; our 
author (Paul) speaks of the common run of Christians, of the Apostles 
and other preachers in general, and of himself in particular.”!94 Against 
the subtleties which Ambrosiaster pretends to deduce from the difference 
of person between the verbs of v. 29 and v. 30, is the authority of almost 
all other exegetes, who, though they propose so many other explanations, 
never see or even suspect such a conclusion as his. 

Moreover, it is against thé very text itself to say that the Apostle rejects 
the practice mentioned in v. 29, while he approves that mentioned in 
v. 30ff. In both v. 29° and v. 30 the question is brought up and completed 
in exactly the same way, and the words and construction are entirely 
parallel grammatically : 


v. 29° Ti kai baptizontai hyper auton; 
v. 30 Ti kai hémeis kindyneuomen pasan horan; 


therefore both verses are to be understood in exactly the same sense. 
Indeed, the logical meaning of the pericope 1 Cor. 15 :29-32 is quite clear: 
if there is no Resurrection, it is a foolish thing that some are going to be 
baptized (v. 29), that others stand in jeopardy (v. 30), that St. Paul 
should expose himself to the danger of death at any time (v. 31), or that 
he should have fought with beasts (v. 32). But if there will be a Resur- 


189 B. Justinian, o.c., p. 645, col. a. 

199 Ambrosiaster, o.c., P.L., 17,280; see also Peter the Ven., o.c., P.L., 189, 831; 
Haymo of Halb., o.c., P.L., 117,598; Rabanus Maurus, P.L., 112,148; Drach, o.c., 
Deiecos 

191 Heydenreich, o.c., p. 515. 
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rection, all these things are most profitable and fitting works to be per- 
formed by man. For there is no reason to distinguish between v. 29 and 
v. 30 and to say that St. Paul approves the latter and not the former.19? 

Finally, we must recall what we have proved in the Introduction, that 
v. 29, no matter how it be understood, directly presupposes a belief in 
immortality. Furthermore, Baptism postulates such a belief for “if with 
this life only in view we have had hope in Christ, we are of all men the 
most miserable’ (15:29). Therefore, there would have been no reason 
for the Apostle’s appealing to an erroneous form of Baptism rather than 
to the usual and true one. 

Examining vicarious Baptism from an historical viewpoint, we are 
forced to conclude that the Corinthians could hardly have borrowed or 
derived the idea from the cultural environment of their times, namely, 
from the attitude of the Christians toward Baptism,1%? or of the Jews and 
pagans toward vicarious substitution. For Christians believe that through 
Baptism God grants us the grace of regeneration, by which we are made 
His sons (John 3:3). But just as on the natural plane no one can be 
born as proxy of another, so analogously, on the supernatural plane no 
one can be baptized as proxy of another. If God mercifully wants to grant 
the grace of sonship to someone who has not been baptized—He needs 
neither proxy nor external rite, because He can act without them, and 
because the analogy between generation and regeneration, founded upon 
the Gospel, does not require, but rather excludes them. On account of 
this idea of regeneration, Baptism differs widely from the notion of 
_ vicarious sacrifice and expiation. This distinction was completely neglected 
by Marmorstein,/®* and neither Prat nor Ricciotti gives it the considera- 
tion it deserves.1 

Those who receive Baptism elicit an act of the will which, by “bringing 
every mind into captivity to the obedience of Christ” (2 Cor. 10:5) makes 
them His subjects through the acceptance of His Gospel. The just of old 
explicitly or implicitly were obedient to the Christ who was to come; 
His disciples obeyed Him when He was present among them; faithful 
Christians who have lived after His coming amongst us, have been loyal 


192 Bachmann, o.c., p. 653, note 5. 

193 “Dass solche Wiederholung der Taufe mit dem Wesen dieser Handlung, und 
der Wahn, also kénnte sie den Todten zu Gute kommen, mit der Christlichen Lehre 
tiberhaupt unvertraglich ware, braucht nicht erst bewiesen zu werden: genug dass 
davon weder innerhalb noch ausserhalb der neutestamentlischen Schrift irgend eine 
Spur vorkommt.” Hofmann, o.c., p. 363. 

194 A, Marmorstein, “Paulus und die Rabbiner.” Zeits. fur die Neut. Wissen., 
30, (1931), p. 279. 

195 See above, sect. 1, no. 5. 
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to Him. But the dead, with whom 15:29 is concerned, never rendered 
obedience to Christ in any of these ways. Therefore, there is no longer 
any possibility of their ever rendering it, either through their own action 
or by the action of a proxy, since they are dead. For among all peoples, 
any vicarious action is considered valid only when it is in accordance with 
the desires of those for whom a proxy is acting. Otherwise, as Chrysostom 
remarks, why “did God threaten him who is not baptized? If this sort 
of thing is contrived, (vicarious action performed independently of the 
one for whom it is done), it could not happen that anyone thereafter 
should remain unbaptized. Or, it would not be the fault of the one who 
had died unbaptized, but of those who were still living. . . . For if this 
is permitted . .. what is to prevent pagans and Jews from becoming be- 
lievers through others who would do this sort of thing for them after 
thei “death 77198 

The statement that for every vicarious action there must always be 
one will in both the person who acts through an agent and in the agent 
himself is not affected by the idea of vicarious sacrifice or by the satis- 
faction of Christ which, to be sure, also benefited the dead. It indeed 
applies only to those who, explicitly or implicitly, longed for the salvation 
of the Redeemer who was to come; in other words, to those whose will 
was in harmony with the will of Christ. Perhaps Jewish and pagan sacri- 
fices implied the notion of satisfaction when offered for the living, or of 
suffrage when offered for the dead, but it is not sure that they implied 
also the notion of substitution. But even if one were to suppose this, 
certainly this suffrage and substitution would benefit only those who, as 
2 Mach. 12:45 clearly states, “had fallen asleep with godliness”: that is, 
those who had at least the implicit desire of rendering satisfaction to 
God. In such a case their will would be in harmony with the will of those 
who were acting in their name. Therefore, they??? are wrong who hold 
that the idea of vicarious Baptism is quite similar to the idea of sacrifice.198 


196 St. J. Chrysostom, Homiliae in 1 ad Cor., P.G., 61, 347. 

197 Lietzmann, o.c., p. 58; Marmorstein, o.c., pp. 297-299; see also what we said 
above, chap. 2, art. 2, no. 3. 

198 Concerning this question, Leipoldt writes: “Eine derartige magische Sakra- 
mentslehre erreicht das Judentum nirgends. Es bringt es hdchstens bis zu der 
Anschauung, dass man fiir verstorbene Sunder ein Opfer in Jerusalem .. .” o.c., 
p. 58; and clearer still, Hollmann: “. .. Keine Erklarung bietet das 2 Macc. 12 :38ff, 
erwahnte Reinigungsopfer, das Judas ftir einige gefallene Juden, die heidnische 
Amulette getragen hatten, in Jerusalem darbringen lasst. Gerade das Charakteris- 
tische, die Substitution, fehlt hier.” o.c., p. 22. Although these words refer directly 
to the sacrifice of the Hebrews, still, they have value also in relation to the sacrifices 


of the heathens. 
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As to the citation from Plato and the Orphics referred to above (see 
note 118), besides the difficulties which were emphasized by Schweitzer,1%8 
it is to be noted that nothing definite is said about vicarious substitution. 
In this connection it is worth remembering as Rohde, an excellent authority 
in Greek lore points out, that the belief that the dead can be helped by 
the living is of very rare occurrence among the Greeks.? 

That taurobolium, especially in Paul’s time, was ever performed for the 
benefit of the dead is merely Hollmann’s gratuitous assumption! which 
he cannot support with a single argument.?°? As regards the Mandeans, 
it is to be remembered that they baptized the dead without any substitu- 
tion.” Consequently, in the religious notions of Christians, Jews or 
pagans, it is difficult to find anything that could possibly induce one to 
look there for the origin of Baptism for the dead. From this viewpoint, 
therefore, the hypothesis of vicarious Baptism becomes highly improbable. 

But suppose we grant that the Corinthians could easily have derived 
the idea of vicarious Baptism in the manner indicated above. Then, in 
order to strengthen Ambrosiaster’s hypothesis, our opponents would still 
have to adduce historical facts wholly independent of this verse (lest they 
be proving idem per idem) which would show that in Paul’s time this 
sort of Baptism was in use and that the Apostle was referring to it in 15:29. 
To judge from our present knowledge of antiquity, this is impossible, for 
none of the ancient authors up to the time of Ambrosiaster ever seriously 
taught that Paul was alluding to such a practice. 

Ambrosiaster did not come on the scene until over three centuries after 
_ St. Paul wrote his First Epistle to the Corinthians. And when he pro- 
poses his exegesis, he cannot support it with any previous historical tradi- 
tion, for no trace of such a tradition exists. He is merely conjecturing. 
Nor can this hypothesis be given any historical support by appealing, as 
some ineptly try to do,?°* to certain passages in the writings of Tertullian, 


199 Schweitzer, o.c., pp. 276-277. Even Marmorstein, although he holds for some 
form of vicarious Baptism, thinks that the arguments of Schweitzer in his criticism 
against Reitzenstein are well founded. 

200 “Nach einer in antiker Religion ganz vereinzelt stehenden Vorstellung konnen 
‘Reinigung und Loésung’ von Freveltaten und den Strafen, die diesem im Jenseits 
folgen, auch fiir vorangegangene Verwandte durch Beteiligung am orphischen Dienst 
von den Gottern erlangt werden.” Rohde, E., Psyche, p. 421, in Bachmann, o.c., 
p. 454, in note. See what Bachmann himself adds, ibid. 

201 Hollmann, o.c., pp. 22-23. 

202 “Die Taurobolien auf die Hollmann . .. hinweist kannten wohl, eine Stell- 
vertretung fiir Lebende, nicht aber ftir Tote.” Preisker, o.c., p. 299. 

203 See Allo, o.c., p. 412; Schweitzer, o.c., p. 277. 

204 Ruckert, Die Briefe Pauli an die Kor., (Leipzig, 1836), p. 411; Kistermaker, 
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Epiphanius and Chrysostom, for they were not speaking of that which 
occasioned the passage of St. Paul, but rather of the bad effects which 
followed from it.2°° Moreover, the words of Tertullian are very obscure, 
and since they are variously understood by the authors,?°® we venture to 


present the following interpretation: 


TERTULLIANUS 


Si autem baptizantur quidam 
pro mortuis, videbimus an ra- 
tione; certe illa praesumptione 
hoc eos instituisse contendit qua 
alii etiam carni ut vicarium 
baptisma profuturum existimar- 
ent ad spem resurrectionis, quae 
nisi corporalis, non alias hic 
baptismate corporali obligaretur. 
Quid et ipsos baptizari, ait, si 
non quae baptizantur corpora 
resurgunt? anima enim, non 
lavatione, sed responsione san- 
citur.207 


Quid, ait, facient qui pro 
mortuis baptizantur, si mortui 
non resurgunt? Viderit insti- 
tutio ista Kalendae si forte 
februariae??8 respondebunt illi et 
pro mortuis petere. Noli ergo 
Apostolum novum statim aucto- 
rem aut confirmatorem ejus 
denotare, ut tanto magis sisteret 
carnis resurrectionem, quanto 


INTERPRETATION 


However, if certain ones are baptized for 
the dead, we shall see whether (this is 
done) with good reason (or not). Certainly 
(Paul) is contending that they introduced 
(or often employed) this (Baptism for the 
dead) under (relying upon) that assumption 
by which others would think that it (Bap- 
tism) will benefit (not only the soul, but) 
the flesh also unto the hope of the Resurrec- 
tion, (in so far) as (it is) a vicarious Bap- 
tism (which is sought by the soul for the 
body); which (Resurrection), unless it 
were corporal, a corporal Baptism would 
not be required. Indeed, why are they also 
baptized, (Paul) says, if the bodies which 
have been baptized are not to rise again? 
For the soul is sanctified not by a washing 
but by responding (that is, by its request 
for baptism). 

What shall they do who are baptized for 
the dead, he says, if the dead are not to rise 
again? (Perhaps) they (the Marcionites) 
will answer: that custom is like (or the 
same as the custom of celebrating) the 
Kalends of February or of praying for the 
dead. (But, Tertullian warns) : do not hast- 
en to make the Apostle a new author or 
upholder of such things (Baptism for the 
dead, equivalent to the celebration of the 


o.c., p. 303; Maier, o.c., p. 358; Schanz, Die Lehre von den heiligen Sacramente der 
katholischen Kirche, (Freiburg in Breisgau, 1893), pp. 257-258; Fillion, Premsére 
Epitre aux Cor., (Paris, 1915), p. 201. 

205 “Was dariiber von einen Sekte erzahlt wird . .. dtirfte schon aus spaterem 
Missverstandnis unserer Stelle getibter Brauch sein.” Preisker, o.c., p. 304, n. 1. 

206 Vasquez, o.c., p. 432, col. a., p. 433, col. a.; Ruckert, o.c., p. 411; Drach, o.c., 
p. 222; Fillion, o0.c., p. 201; Vacant, oc., p. 1442; Mangenot, o.c., p. 362; C. Bosseck, 
De baptismo pro mortuis, (Lipsiae, 1714), no. 17. 

207 Tertullian, De resurrectione, c. 48, P.L., 2, 864-865. 
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TERTULLIANUS 


illi, qui vane pro mortuis bap- 
tizarentur fide  resurrectionis 
hoc facerent. Habemus illum 
alicubi wunius baptismi defini- 
torem. Igitur et pro mortuis 
tingui pro corporibus est tingui, 
mortuum enim corpus ostendi- 
mus. Quid facient qui pro 
corporibus baptizantur, si cor- 
pora non resurgent ?209 


INTERPRETATION 


Kalends, etc.), as though the more they 
who were vainly baptized (or prayed) for 
the dead, did so from their faith in the 
Resurrection, the more (Paul) insisted upon 
the Resurrection of the flesh. (For) in an- 
other place we find him (the Apostle) de- 
fining that there is but one Baptism. There- 
fore, to be baptized for the dead must mean 
to be baptized for the sake of the body; for 
we have shown (in the preceding chapter) 


that the body (is) mortal. What shall they 
do who are baptized for the sake of their 
bodies, if their bodies are not to rise again? 


With this interpretation of the passage from Tertullian it is evident 
that it contains nothing that will lend support to Ambrosiaster‘s hypothesis 
except the mere term “vicarious Baptism.” 

Epiphanius refers to a tradition handed down to him according to which 
certain heretics at one time used to baptize the living in stead of the dead 
because they believed that St. Paul was referring to a similar practice 
in 15:29.24° But Epiphanius himself thought that such a custom lacked 
all Pauline foundations; therefore he proposed a different explanation of 
the text.74 


208 “February is for us the second month of the year, for the Romans it was 
the last. . . . ‘Februarius’ (comes) from a Sabine word meaning purgation ... 
_februare’ means, to make the offering pure. And ‘februatio’ means, purgation. On 
the first day which was called ‘februatus’ the Luperci, with goat skins in their hands, 
ran about in the streets with those skins striking (each other?) : and they had the 
purpose of purifying themselves with pine rods. . . . ‘Februum’ (was the) branch 
which crowned the priests. The purgations (were) instituted by Numa. For twelve 
days ‘februii’ were offered, that is, sacrifices of expiation for the dead. ... In 
January sacrifices were offered to the higher gods; in February, to the lower gods. 
‘Februo’, the god of lustrations was called Pluto. .. .” Nic. Tommaseo, Digionario 
della lingua italiana, Vol. 2, (Torino, 1865), p. 720. 

209 Tertullian, Adv. Marcionem, 1 V., c. 10, P.L., 2,494. 

210 “| | . a maioribus traditum accepimus, nonnullos ex eo genere (Cerinthian- 
orum?) citra baptismum excessisse ac pro iis alios baptismum eorundem suscepisse 
nomine, ne cum extrema demum resurrectione revocati ad vitam essent, pratermissi 
baptismi poenas dependerent, atque eius qui mundum condidit dominationi subessent. 
Cuius rei gratia usurpatum illud ab Apostolo, eadem ad nos auditione perlatum est: 
‘Si omnino mortui non resurgunt quid est quod baptizantur pro ipsis?’ Verum alii 
commode hoc Apostoli dictum interpretant de iis qui instante morte, si quidem 
catechumeni sint, ea spe freti sacra lavatione purgantur; ac. mortuos surrecturos | 
esse demonstrant.” Haeres, xxviii, P.G., 41, 386. 

211 See Allo, 412 and Bachmann, o.c., p. 452 in note writes: “Das Missverstandnis, 
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Finally, Chrysostom tells us of a usage prevalent among the Marcionites: 
“When a catechumen died among them, a living person having been hid- 
den underneath the bed of the deceased, they approach the dead person, 
speak to him and ask him if he would like to receive Baptism. Since 
he does not answer, the one who is hidden underneath speaks for him, 
saying that he does wish to be baptized. And so they baptize him for 
the sake of the one who has died, just as if they were acting on a stage.”?!* 

But Chrysostom himself admonishes us that it is certain that such a 
mockery of the sacrament did not exist in St. Paul’s time and that it 
arose from an extremely distorted interpretation of his words.?!3 Olshau- 
sen is correct when he writes: “It is entirely unbelievable that such a 
superstition of Baptism of the living instead of the dead could already 
have existed in apostolic times.’’?!4 

In the writings of Tertullian, Epiphanius, and Chrysostom,?!® we find 
nothing at all, or at best, only references that are extremely questionable, 
in favor of vicarious Baptism. Therefore, although this hypothesis is 
possible philologically, it must be rejected insofar as it is contrary to the 
Sacred Text itself and to history, or at least because it has no basis 
therein.*16 

2) To answer the Mormons is difficult, not because of the strength of 
their arguments, but because they are not on common ground with us. 
We must depend on research and reason; they depend on the light of their 
“revelations.” Hence, it would be wasted effort to refute their ‘“‘revela- 
tions.” Nevertheless, we shall answer their arguments for the sake of such 
who have no a priori bias which is rooted in these reputed “revelations.” 


als ob Epiph. von den Kerinthianern tatsachlich die fragliche Behauptung auf- 
gestellt habe, wird auf die ungeschickte Darstellungsweise der Epitome eines fremden 
Verfassers (Dindorf, Epiphanu Opp. I, 339ff) zurtickgehen; die anakephalaiosis 
die Epiph. selbst hergestellt hat, ist so knapp, dass sie fiir die vorliegende Frage 
nicht in Betracht kommt.” 

212 St. John Chrysostom, o.c., P.G., 61, 347. E. Elwert doubts the historical value 
of this narration. See Progr. des Seminars Schéntal zur kon. Geburtstagfeter 
(Tubingen, 1860). Quoted by Th. Diestelmann, “Die Frage: Was hat der Apostel 
Paulus 1 Cor. 15:29 under dem baptizesthai hyper tén nekrén verstanden?” Jahr- 
biicher fur deutsche Theologie (1861), p. 551. 

213 St. John Chrysostom, ibid. 

214 Olshausen, o.c., p. 691. 

215 Concerning this question Diirselen, o.c., p. 294, writes: “Wir irren nicht wenn 
wir behaupten ein ausserhalb unseres Textes liegendess zweifelfreies Zeugnis ftir das 
Vorhandensein einer Sitte der Urgemeinde, Lebendige fiir Tote zu taufen sei nicht 
vorhanden.” 

216 Many other arguments against this opinion will be found in Spanhemius, o.c., 
pp. 584-588; Diirselen, o.c., pp. 293-298; Bachmann, o.c., pp. 453-455. 
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Joseph Smith’s interpretation of “to bind’ as meaning “to write a 
record” is entirely arbitrary. And to say that the earthly and material 
book of those records corresponds to the allegorical, heavenly book of 
life, is the fruit of “revelations” or of dreams, not of exegesis. 

Again, it is impossible to admit that actions performed by the living 
can be attributed to the dead as “their own works” when we have no 
single argument, not even for saying that the dead accept or participate, 
at least intentionally, in the works done for them. If we, independently 
from the dead, can decide or change their eternal destinies, then the fact 
that they are damned or saved can no longer be attributed to their faults 
or their merits, but to ours. It would be our responsibility! It would 
be impossible, if we willed it, that anyone should go to hell! 

If the Mormons suppose that the unbaptized dead now want to accept 
the Gospel and be baptized through the works of their proxies, they 
contradict Scripture which teaches that “it is appointed unto men once 
to die, and after this the judgment” (Heb. 9:27); and that the foolish 
virgins were excluded from the marriage feast forever! . . . though they 
repented of their foolishness (Mt. 25:13). The same is taught in the 
parable of Lazarus and the rich man. Though the rich man, after his 
death, desired to change his unhappy condition and turned to Abraham 
for aid, it was in vain (Luke 16:19-31). There is no need of multiplying 
proofs. 

Therefore, since the condition of the dead is unalterable, the preaching 
kérygma of Christ to the dead (1 Pet. 3:19) is to be understood not as 
an exhortation, but as an announcement of the Redemption already accom- 
plished. That keryssein here has the same meaning as euaggelizein is 
confirmed by this same letter of Peter (4:6) where we read kai nekrois 
euaggelisthé: “to the dead too, the good announcement was given.” 

St. Paul, too, seems to exclude directly such a Baptism for the dead when 
he says that the Israelites were baptized in the cloud and in the sea 
(1 Cor. 10:1-2). These Israelites, therefore, were already in some way 
baptized and have no need of a supplementary Christian Baptism, vicari- 
ously received. 

Neither the words of Hermas nor of any other private writer can prove 
the necessity of a Baptism for the dead because, as we have shown, accord- 
ing to the Scriptures the time for doing good works is over after death. 

Finally, if after the passing of the Apostles, the bankruptcy of the 
Church and of her true doctrine became glaringly apparent in her struggle 
with the gnostic so-called, why does Nibley now stress so much the words 
of men who had lost the Lord’s doctrine? Why does he choose a few 
words of the Fathers who lived in the general disaster of the Church 
and hold them as true? 
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The baptizing of infants offered for Baptism by sponsors cannot be used 
as an argument tc confirm the Mormon view. Such Baptisms are per- 
formed, not because the child’s act of believing is done by a proxy, but 
because Christ has commanded that all men be baptized (Mt. 28:18-20). 
Neither is it strange that one must fulfill promises which were made for 
him by a proxy without his knowledge, consent or permission; for the 
obligation arises out of the command of Christ (cf. J.c.), not out of the 
act of the proxy. “By Baptism a man is, as it were, born into the society 
of the faithful and thereby immediately subjected to the law of Christ... . 
As a man by the fact of being a rational being, is bound to observe the 
moral law and the positive law of his country, no matter whether he ap- 
proves of them or not,’’?!” so by the fact that a man is born after the time 
of Christ he is bound to obey the Gospel and be baptized as soon as the 
preaching of the Gospel reaches him. Or, if he had been baptized in infancy, 
he is bound to keep all the obligations connected with his Baptism. And 
as an unbaptized man is not free to refuse or to receive Baptism when 
the Gospel has been preached to him, unless he wishes to be rebellious 
against Christ, so a man, baptized in infancy is not free to ratify or not 
to ratify his Baptism, unless he too wishes to be rebellious against Christ. 

It would be beyond the point to argue from infant Baptism to Baptism 
for the dead by saying, that since the dead were not baptized in their 
own person, they are now bound by Christ’s command to be baptized 
through a proxy. There is no parity here because in Baptism for the 
dead the sacrament is administered to another person, whereas in infant 
Baptism it is the person himself who is baptized. 

Scripture nowhere says that a man is to be baptized through a proxy 
(15:29 cannot be invoked here since the meaning of this text is under 


discussion ) ; on the contrary, though infant Baptism . . . “cannot be demon- 
strated from the Bible . . . far from being unscriptural, is in perfect con- 
formity . . . (with the Bible) . . . In the first place, when, as was fre- 


quently the case (see Acts 16:15; 1 Cor. 1:16), whole families were 
baptized, it is likely that occasionally there were little children among 
them. From our Lord’s dictum that the kingdom of heaven is for little 
children, and His solemn declaration that unless a man be born again 
of water and the Holy Ghost, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God 
(see Mt. 19:14; John 3:5), we may legitimately conclude that infants 
not only may, but must be “born again,” that is be baptized.?78 

There is another difference between Baptism for the dead and infant 


217 Pohle-Preuss, The Sacraments, Vol. 1, part 2, chap. 4, § 2. (St. Louis, Mo.: 
Herder, 1919), p. 276. 
218 Pohle-Preuss, o.c., p. 270. 
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Baptism. In the first case, the subject of the sacrament is already beyond 
the time of probation and judged by God and his state unalterably fixed ; 
in the second, the infant is on earth and must still merit his eternal 
reward or punishment. 

For these reasons we find Mormon Baptism for the dead entirely 
erroneous and arbitrary. 

3) As for Preisker and his use of the text and context, anyone can 
see that he did not draw his hypothesis from them at all, but naively 
assumed that his theory is supported there. He erroneously contends 
that v. 29 be connected with v. 28. That verses 20-28 form a parenthetical 
insert is conceded by a great number of exegetes and may be recognized 
by a simple reading of the text. Furthermore, we have shown elsewhere 
(see chapter I, art. 11) that v. 29 takes up the discussion begun in v. 18. 

The author supposes with a little too much confidence that those who 
were baptized had in their minds the intention of thus contributing 
toward the fulfillment of the number of the just. 


Nowhere does Paul say that the number of the elect must reach fulfill- 
ment before the parousia. When he does speak of the last days, he ascribes 
the delay of their coming not to the unachieved number of the elect, but 
to other causes, such as “the reprobation of the Jews, the spreading of 
the Gospel to. the ends of the earth, the final conversion of the Jews, the 
universal apostasy, and the appearance of the Antichrist.”?19 Therefore, 
according to the Apostle, Baptism for the dead and the achievement of 
the number of the elect were of little or no importance as far as the coming 
of Christ is concerned. 


Nor would the theory be further advanced even supposing that Paul 
himself believed and taught the Corinthians that the end would come when 
the number of the predestined had been fulfilled. For, as Bachmann aptly 
remarks, whenever mention is made in the apocalyptic writings of com- 
pleting the number of the just, it is carefully recorded that men can 
merely await, but can in no way hasten the completion of this number. 
This clearly appears from 4 Esdras 4:24 and Apoc. 6:11.7?° 

Against Preisker we maintain that Baptism is not only an outward sign, 
but also the cause of our membership in the Church of Christ. Many 
passages in the Acts bear witness that as soon as anyone wished to join 
the Christian community, he was baptized and thus counted among the 
faithful (see Acts 2:38-41; 8:12-38; 18:8; 22:16, etc.). 

Furthermore, the short interval which elapsed between the birth of 


219 Simon-Prado, Pralectiones Biblicae N.T., Vol. 2 (Taurini, 1930), p. 123. 
220 Bachmann, o.c., p. 510. 
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Christianity and the First Epistle to the Corinthians surely affords no 
adequate period of transition for so great a change of opinion namely, 
from the unnecessariness of Baptism to its absolute necessity. Not only 
does Preisker arbitrarily suppose this change, but he does so in the face 
of many passages in the New Testament which so often mention the use 
of the sacrament. 

From what is said of Apollos in the Acts of the Apostles (18 :24-28) 
we can by no means conclude, as Preisker does, that there was a time when 
a man could be considered a disciple of Christ independently of his 
Baptism. This possibility seems to be positively excluded by the same 
sacred writer when he observes that Apollos received “John’s baptism 
only,” and that although he was “mighty in the Scripture ... , instructed 
in the Way of the Lord... , fervent in spirit, used to speak and teach 
carefully whatever had to do with Jesus, ... Priscilla and Aquilla took 
him home and expounded the Way of God to him more precisely.’ This 
passage shows plainly that Priscilla and Aquilla had little or no regard 
for the Baptism of John, nor for the mere knowledge Apollos had of Jesus, 
nor for the zeal with which he preached the Gospel. Their main concern 
was that the man who knew not the Baptism of Christ stood in need of 
a more precise instruction in the way of the Lord. The text, then, is a 
hindrance rather than a help to Preisker’s notions on the necessity of 
Baptism among the early Christians. 

There is no evident parallelism or relation between vicarious Baptism 
and the external sanctification of which Paul speaks in 1 Cor. 7:14. 
Here the communication of sanctity is based on matrimony itself and 
its natural unity, and the sanctification in question is nothing but the 
sweet odor of Christ, which flows from the partner with the faith to the 
one without it, and to the children even though they are not baptized. 
On the contrary, in 15:29 sanctity would flow from the living to the dead 
who perhaps were in no way related to the living, for the text is silent 
about this. 

4) The opinion favoring Baptism of the dead is involved in diffi- 
culties equally great, because the text itself excludes this form of Baptism. 
Granting for the sake of argument that Paul does speak of it, he should 
have omitted the preposition hyper which would then be not only redun- 
dant, but would even encumber his line of thought. Moreover, he should 
not have used the verb baptizesthai which is passive, but the active form 
baptizein thus asking the reason for the rite, not from those who were 
baptized, for they being dead were in no position to answer, but rather 
from those who did the baptizing. The question, therefore, would require 
a different wording: “What shall they do who baptize the dead, if the 
dead do not rise at all?” 
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Again, since the practice of baptizing the dead is definitely wrong and 
contrary to the nature of the sacrament, Paul would have had to condemn 
and stop the practice; but this he did not do (see above, no. 1). 


Finally, this theory can claim no historical basis whatsoever, for the 
first to mention it is Julian, who was a contemporary not of St. Paul but 
of St. Augustine. As a matter of fact, he himself does not trace the prac- 
tice to apostolic times, and even castigates those of his day who so thought. 
“Here (1 Cor. 15:29) is the source of the error,” he says, “by which 
some think there had been in Gospel times a custom of pouring the waters 
of Baptism over the bodies of the dead.”?2!_ Thus he clearly teaches that 
15:29 does not at all refer to Baptism of the dead, but that this practice 
stems from a wrong understanding of the passage. 


But we question the value of Julian’s opinion. Does Baptism of the 
dead actually stem from 15:29? To us it seems extremely doubtful. For 
Paul does not speak of baptism for the dead, in which case one might 
easily infer baptism of the dead, but he speaks rather of “those who are 
baptized (baptizomenoi) for the dead.” This statement emphasizes not 
the rite, but those who practiced tt. 


The fact that the Council of Carthage condemned the practice of adminis- 
tering both Baptism and the Eucharist insinuates that the error proceeded 
from a false interpretation of other passages in Sacred Scripture, as for 
example in John 3:5 and 6:53, where the necessity of these sacraments 
is taught. 

5) We recognize that the opinion of Prat and Ricciotti guards against 
the idea of vicarious substitution and that it interprets the preposition 
hyper accordingly. But it also seems to us that these authors gratuitously 
assumed that ‘dead’? means the unbaptized dead, although text and con- 
text neither imply nor exclude the idea. 

Moreover, if such had died without Baptism, they could no longer be 
assisted by the living, neither by vicarious substitution nor by suffrages in 
their behalf, for as St. Thomas says: “The good works performed by 
the living for the benefit of the dead are effective by virtue of the bond of 
charity and faith, and therefore are of no avail to them if they depart this 
life without charity and faith. Hence, neither prayer nor Baptism of the 
living can benefit the infidel.”??? If one were to object that these dead 
were not infidels but catechumens who died before receiving the waters of 
regeneration, we can answer with St. Thomas that in this instance, Bap- 
tism as a suffrage for the dead cannot bring justification, since “Baptism 


221 In St. Augustine, o.c., 1. VI, no. 38, P.L., 45,1597. 
222 St. Thomas, o.c., p. 397. 
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is efficacious not from our intention, but from the intention of Christ. 
Now, the intention of Christ is that Baptism avail those (only) who are 
baptized in the faith of Christ.’’??8 

One might attempt to evade our argument by stating that the early 
Christians did not have ideas as finely developed as those of St. Thomas. 
A valid objection indeed; but we reply that, if not the Corinthians, then 
at least St. Paul should have known the errors involved in Baptism for 
the dead and should have condemned it. But he did not do this. With 
equal right we could then say that the development of the doctrine of 
Purgatory and of the efficacy of prayer for the dead evolved only in a 
later age; therefore neither can this doctrine along with its consequences 
be presumed, with all certainty, as well known to the Corinthians. 

6) Regarding Olshausen’s eschatological theory, we would note that 
there is no definite evidence to indicate that the disputed “dead” had been 
baptized, since this cannot be proved either from the article tén before 
nekron, or from the supposed and unproved relationship between v. 29 
and v. 23. 

Text and context, we repeat, give us no precise information on these 
dead. Using text and context, then, as a basis for an argument, one can 
infer almost anything one pleases. This becomes strikingly evident by 
comparing the five opinions given above with that of Olshausen. The 
defenders of these opinions, employing arguments similar to those of 
Olshausen, reach entirely different conclusions and assume that the dead 
in question had never been baptized.??4 Also the theories that will be 
explained in the next article reflect a vast difference of opinion concerning 
these dead. 

The passages quoted from Rom. 11:12,25 by no means demonstrate 
that Paul taught or even imagined that the parousia and the final Resur- 
rection were to come upon the completion of the number of the elect. In 
reality, Rom. 11:12, which speaks only of the fulness (pleroma) of the 
Jews, says nothing more than that: the full number of the Jews, by 
accepting the Gospel, will surely be of greater benefit to the Gentiles, than 


223 [bid. 

224 “Denn so unbegriindet die Behauptung ist, nekroi konne in diesem Zusammen- 
hange den Artikel nur dann haben, wen die in Christo Entschlafenen gemeint seien, 
so unzulassig ist andererseits die Rechtfertigung des Artikels dass er die betreffenden 
Todten bezeichne, zu deren Bestem in den bestimmten einzelnen Fallen die Taufe 
tibernommen werde. Nicht um bestimmte Falle solcher Taufe wurde es sich ja 
handeln, und also auch nicht um diese oder jene Todten beschweige, was man 
zwischenschiebt, um gewisse ungetauft, aber glaubig Verstorbene sondern um die 
Ubernahme solcher Taufe tiberhaupt und zum Besten oder anstatt der Todten tber- 
haupt.” Hofmann, o.c., pp. 362ff. 
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the acceptance of the Gospel by the small number (hétt@ma) of them 
had been. 

The other passage (Rom. 11:25) teaches that the greater part of the 
Jews is still guilty of blindness and hardness of heart and that it will 
remain so till the time when “the full number (pleroma) of the Gentiles 
will have entered” the messianic kingdom, or the Catholic Church, and 
that then the obduracy of the Jews will cease, and all Israel will likewise 
submit to the faith.2?? However, not even then will the day of the Lord 
come, “unless the apostasy comes first, and the man of sin is revealed, 
the son of perdition, who opposes and is exalted above all that is called 
God, or that is worshipped, so that he sits in the temple of God and gives 
himself out as if he were God” (2 Thess. 2:3ff). 

We need not delay over this point even though Paul had subordinated 
the coming of Christ and the Resurrection of the dead to the full number 
of the elect. For, apart from what we have noted above (no. 3) namely, 
that the faithful could in no way hasten the parousia, Olshausen candidly 
admits that Paul’s view of the matter cannot be attributed to the Corin- 
thians. For which reason he himself rejects this theory in preference for 
another which we shall explain in number 7 of the next article. 

7) The suppositions of Muller that the “dead” had already been bap-. 
tized, and that those who deny the Resurrection are the very ones who 
are baptized for the dead, were evaluated in the preceding numbers 6 

and 1. Besides, he asserts too confidently, and with no foundation in 
the text, that Baptism was received by those who denied the Resurrection 
with the special intention of defending the Christians who have died in 
the faith of a blessed Resurrection, and consequently, with the intention 
of defending that very faith in the Resurrection. Thus the believer in the 
Resurrection is defended by the very ones who deny it! 

This defense of the dead, moreover, can in no way be admitted, least 
of all by Muller and other Protestants, who do not admit the existence 
of Purgatory. In the next world, faith and hope pass away and only 
charity remains. The faithful departed have already reached their goal 
and are in possession of the divine promises; hence, they are absolutely 
certain of the glory that will one day transform their bodies, and scarcely 
need be strengthened and defended by earthly wayfarers who “see now 
through a mirror as in an obscure manner” (1 Cor. 13:12). 

8) As is evident from our exposition of Hofmann’s opinion, he con- 
cludes from the difference of tense between poiesousin and baptizontai, 
that the phrase ‘for the dead’”’ probably has to be referred to poiesousin. 
We shall prove that this construction of the words is to be rejected, and 


225 Cornely, Comm. Epistolae ad Romanos, (Parisiis, 1896), p. 613. 


“THos—E WuHo Arr BAPTIZED FOR THE DEAD” 63 


that the difference of tense is not to be urged, when we treat of Bach- 
mann’s opinion (see next art., sect. II, no. 5). 

There is no reason for holding that autén depends on the subject of 
baptizontat. Since this subject is not expressed, it was a matter of minor 
importance in Paul’s mind, while on the contrary, it occupies a primary 
place in the explanation offered by Hofmann. Also the phrase “‘if the dead 
do not rise,” shows with perfect clarity that “for them” must be referred 
to “the dead,” and not to those who are baptized. Besides, the rule of 
grammar which declares that the pronoun must refer to the noun, sub- 
stantive, etc., closest to it, at least corroborates the exegetical reasons, 
although of itself, this rule does not always solve the question. 

Even apart from the rule of gran.mar, the joining of hyper auton with 
tt kat hemeis in v. 30 is to be rejected because it brings a good deal of 
confusion into the text. For even granting the dependence of the words 
hyper ton nekron on ti poiesousin, certainly Paul would be declaring in 
v. 29 that the practice of being baptized wil) be useless as far as the dead 
are concerned, and likewise in v. 30 that his own dangers will be useless 
as far as the baptized are concerned. Here we have two very similar state- 
ments which, because of their intimate connection, would have to be ex- 
pressed in the same way. But according to Hofmann, those for whom 
Baptism will be useless (namely, the dead) are placed after the verb 
ti potesousin in v. 29, while in v. 30, those for whom his dangers will be 
useless (namely hyper autdn, or the baptized) are placed not after but 
before kindyneuomen. 

Finally, Hofmann refers “for them” to those who are baptized, and thus 
represents Paul as asking why the Apostles stand in jeopardy for the 
baptized, that is, for the Christians. But it is difficult to see why the 
Apostle does not call them pisteuontes in view of their faith as he does 
elsewhere, instead of baptizomenoi which is an unusual term. 

Because of the many difficulties which beset the opinions explained in 
this article, we conclude that none of them removes all uneasiness and 
uncertainty. In the following article we shall expose and evaluate those 
opinions which hold that Baptism for the dead benefits the baptized 
themselves. 


ART. II. BAPTISM FOR THE BENEFIT OF THOSE 
WHO ARE BAPTIZED 


In the preceding article we explained and evaluated the solutions which 
consider “Baptism for the dead’’ as promoting the welfare of others rather 
than of those who were baptized. In the present article we shall treat 
the opinions which hold that the Baptism benefits the baptized themselves, 
whether they are to be identified with the dead or are to be distinguished 
from the dead. The first and second paragraphs will have the same 
numerical order corresponding to the exposition and criticism of each 
opinion. First we shall deal with the hypotheses in which the baptized 
are identified with the dead, afterwards, we shall treat the opinions which 
distinguish those who are baptized from the dead. 


SECT. I. EXPOSITION OF THE OPINIONS 


1) Baptism for Dead Bodies. To oppose the error of the Marcionites 
who baptized the living in the stead of the dead, St. John Chrysostom 
revived the explanation, already known to Tertullian,?® of Baptism for 
~ dead bodies.?27 He writes in Homily XXIII: “For they are baptized, 
(Paul) says, for the dead, that is, for our bodies.’’??8 And he repeats more 
at length in Homily XL that in the profession of Faith which is connected 
with the rite of Baptism ‘“‘we also add this, ‘I believe in the Resurrection 
of the dead,’ and in this Faith we are baptized. For, it is after we have 
made this acknowledgment with the others that we are plunged into that 
font of sacred waters. Paul, recalling this fact, said: “if there is no Resur- 
rection, why are you baptized for the dead?’ that is, for bodies. What the 
candidate for Baptism believed and acknowledged with his words, the 


226“Toitur et pro mortuis tingui pro corporibus est tingui, mortuum enim corpus 
ostendimus. Quid facient qui pro corporibus baptizantur si corpora non resurgent?” 
Adv. Marcionem, 1 V., c. 10, P.L., 2, 494. 

227 Since the Greek Fathers hardly ever read the Latin Fathers, it is not easy 
to see how Chrysostom arrived at this explanation which agrees almost to the word 
with the explanation offered by Tertullian. Elwert, according to Diestelmann, o.c., 
p. 551, doubts whether Chrysostom borrowed from Tertullian; Nibley, however, 
affirms this dependence without any doubt, o.c., 52, (1949), p. 109. It seems to us 
probable that either Chrysostom borrowed it from Tertullian, or that both, indepen- 
dently of each other, took it from a more ancient source unknown to us. 

228 St. John Chrysostom, o.c. P.G., 61, 391. 
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priest . . . shows by the rite... How? With water. For to be baptized 
and submerged and then to come back and emerge once more is a symbol 
or a sign of the descent to the lower regions and the ascent from there. 
For this reason Paul calls Baptism a grave and he says: “We have been 
buried with him through Baptism unto death’ Romans 6:4... .”’22° “And 
again this Baptism supplies another reason for your belief in the Resur- 
rection of the body. For, since death is the fruit of sin, once the root 
has been dried up through Baptism there can no longer be any doubt about 
the destruction of its fruit. And so, after you had declared the forgiveness 
of sins, you also profess the Resurrection of the dead before being 
baptized.’’28° 

Therefore there can be no doubt that with the phrase “to be baptized’’ 
Chrysostom understands the sacrament of regeneration. But the meaning 
which he attaches to the preposition hyper is not too definite. It could be 
understood as expression finality: they are baptized in order to obtain 
the Resurrection of the dead; or favor: they are baptized im favor of the 
dead bodies; or causality: they are baptized for the sake of the Resurrection 
of the dead. 

In Romans 8:10, furthermore, the Apostle calls the body “dead by 
reason of sin.” It is possible that Chrysostom had this passage in mind 
when he interpreted ‘Baptism for the dead”’ in the sense of “Baptism for 
dead bodies.” However, it seems more probable to us that he, inde- 
pendently from the passage in the Romans, calls the bodies “dead”, be- 
cause they are now mortal and will one day actually be dead. This was 
also the thought of Pseudo-Jerome who, following the opinion of 
Chrysostom, says that Paul calls our flesh dead because it will die, whereas 
the soul is immortal.?8! Therefore, according to Chrysostom, “Baptism for 
the dead” means “Baptism for dead bodies’, received because of belief in 
the Resurrection. 

The arguments he employs to prove his thesis can be reduced to three: 
(a) the recitation of the creed which accompanies the conferring of the 
sacrament, (b) the immersion and emersion which make up the sacra- 
mental rite, (c) the effects of Baptism, namely, the remission of sins by 
which death is destroyed, and the consequent Resurrection. Note, how- 
ever, that these three points are the arguments proposed by Chrysostom 
to prove his explanation of 15:29, but that they are not themselves the 
explanation. 

Although the name and authority of Chrysostom exercised a great influ- 


229 Jbid., 348. 
230 [bid., 349. 
231 Jerome (Pseudo), Comm. in 1... ad Cor., P.L., 30, 767. 
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ence on other writers, especially the Greeks, still, they changed the teaching 
of their master a good deal when they came to repeat or explain it.?8? 
Traces of such changing can be found in Eznik?8? who is very obscure in 
that explanation and who understands hyper in the sense of anti.28* Others 
go even farther afield, and are silent on “the dead bodies,” and appeal 
only to the rite of immersion and emersion which is connected with the 
administration of the sacrament.?8° Hammond, on the contrary, puts 
special emphasis on the profession of faith which precedes the reception 
of the sacrament. In the creed, the word nekrot was used as an abbrevia- 
tion of the expression “the Resurrection of the dead’’; hence, the Apostle 
could legitimately contract the phrase hyper anastaseos ton nekron to the 
shorter hyper ton nekron.?8®& Pseudo-Jerome insists on the forgiveness of 
sins and on the Resurrection.?37 

Oecumenius, however, though he leans on Chrysostom, completely re- 
verses his explanation and comes forth with an opinion totally contrary 
to that of his teacher. He holds that although there is a relation between 
Baptism and the Resurrection, the Corinthians denied this; hence, when 


232 Some have handed down the opinion of the Master without change. Among 
them are Atto Verc., o.c., P.L., 134, 402; Arboreus, 504, col. b, and 505, col. a; 
Conbef in a note in P.G., 9, 667-669; J. G. Lias who, however, speaks very obscurely 
and seems to lean on Tertullian rather than on Chrysostom, see o.c., p. 175 and 197; 
Chr. Wordsworth, St. Paul’s Epistles, (London, 1895), p. 137. 

233 Against Marcion and Mani: “Ihr behauptet, sagt er, (Paulus) dass die Leiber, 
-weil sie aus Materie sind nicht auferstehen. Wenn die sterblichen Leiber nicht 
auferstehen konnen weshalb sollen die Lebenden Seelen wegen der toten Leiber 
Bekenntnis ablegen? Oder weshalb sollten tote Leiber ftir die lebenden Seelen 
getauft werden, wenn, wie ihr sagt, sterbliche Leiber nicht auferstehen werden?” 
Eznik, Wider die Irrlehren ... Armenische Kirchenvaéter (Munchen, 1927), p. 177; 
the dependence of this Father upon Chrysostom is held as certain by Delazer, o.c., 
p. 114; and as doubtful by Harnack, Marcion: Das Evangelium vom fremden Gott 
(Texte und Untersuchungen, Bd. 45), zweite Auflage, (Leipzig, 1924), p. 176. 

234 Delazer, o.c., p. 127. 

235 Theodoret, Interpretatio 1... ad Cor., P.G., 82, 361-362; Theophylact, In 1 
ad Cor. comm., P.G., 124, 667; Cajetan, In 1... ad Cor. comm., (Parisiis, 1542) 
treating this passage; Episcopius, o.c., p. 34; A. Scaymus, Paraphrasis in omnes S. 
Pauli Epist. . . , (Venetiis, 1589), p. 93; S. Catalius, Critica Sacra, Vol. 7, (Lon- 
dini, 1660), 3088; Kling has a similar development in Die Korinther-Briefe 
theologischhomiletisch bearbeitet, (Bielefeld?, 1865), pp. 346-348; F. Cook, The 
Holy Bible, N.T., Vol. 3, (London, 1881), p. 364. 

236 H. Hammond-J. Cleric, Nov. Test... cum... adnotationibus, Vol. 1, (Ams- 
telodami, 1699), p. 130, col. a; also D. I. Dompraebendar, Zur Erklarung von. 1 Cor. 
15:29, Theologische Quartalschrift, (Tibingen, 1875), pp. 684-688, has recourse to 
this hypothesis of elision. But because of his obscure and not always consistent lan- 
guage, it is difficult to understand whether he does or does not follow Chrysostom. 

237 Jerome (Pseudo), o.c., P.L., 30,767. 
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they were baptized for the dead, it was for bodies which would never 
rise.*38 Therefore, it is evident that, contrary to what some have thought,”*® 
the opinions of Chrysostom and Oecumenius have nothing in common. 

2) Baptism of Those who have already Received the Holy Spirit. Some- 
one might fairly reply to Chrysostom, who appealed to the rite of immer- 
sion and emersion to Romans 6:4 in support of his opinion, that these do 
not imply a corporal Resurrection, but rather a spiritual Resurrection to a 
new life. However, if the person to be baptized was already walking in this 
newness of life, then, not the spiritual, but the corporal Resurrection 
would be symbolized by the baptismal rite. It was precisely under this 
supposition that Arias Montanus understood 15:29 as referring to those 
persons who “as sometimes happened” were baptized after they had re- 
ceived the Holy Spirit and had already been purified by the same Spirit, 
as was the case in the instance of Cornelius and his family. Since Cornelius 
and his family were already washed of their sins, the rite of Baptism 
bore witness not to the Resurrection in newness of life, but to the death 
of the body and the body’s future Resurrection. But if the bodies of the 
dead are not to rise again, why are such persons baptized ?#4° The author 
sets down his hypothesis, but since he offers no arguments to support it, 
he has no followers.”*4 

3) The Mortification of the Passions. This opinion too is based on 
Romans 6:4 and maintains that those who are baptized for the dead are 
baptized for the purpose of mortifying themselves and beginning a new 
life. J. Alber explains it this way: “Those are baptized for the dead who 
put on the likeness of a man who has died to self and in whom the old 
man is crucified so that henceforth he may no longer live to himself but 
to God. If there were not future life to be hoped for, nor any Resurrec- 
tion, then those who are baptized would die in vain to themselves and 
to the world.”?#? 

Julian of Eclanum was the first to propose an explanation of this kind. 


238 “Tpse tamen maiori cum increpatione dicit: pro mortuis, hos est (pro illis) 
quos vos propria opinione perpetuo mortes (sic) asseritis: mortuos vero et vos ipsos 
enuntiantes perpetuo esse mortuos. Cur pro vobis baptizamini cum juxta vestram 
sententiam numquam sitis resurrecturi, sed mortui semper futuri?’’ Oecumenius, 
o.c., P.G., 118,778. This opinion is in some measure like the last one quoted by 
Barnes in his commentary; see o.c., p. 323. 

239 Vasquez, o.c., p. 433; Calmet, o.c., p. 98, col. a; Cornely, o.c., p. 484. 

240 B. Arias Montanus, Elucidationes in omnia SS. Apostolorum scripta .. . 
(Antuerpiae, 1588), p. 152. 

241Spanhemius, o.c., p. 600; Herrenbauer, o.c., p. 15. 

242 J. Alber, Interpr.... per omnes V. et N.T. libros, Vol. 14, (Pethini, 1804), 
p. 828. 
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As a good Pelagian, he was wary of making any mention of sins forgiven 
at Baptism.?** Pseudo-Jerome, however, did mention the forgiveness of 
sin which, together with the mortification of the passions, was included 
in “Baptism for the dead.’’2** Furthermore, he strengthened his opinion 
with the name and the authority of St. Jerome so that others,?# thinking 
that they were following St. Jerome, adopted his opinion. 

Nevertheless, some, such as Primasius*4® and Diestelmann, repeated 
Julian’s opinion just as it stood. Thus, in many words but with no solid 
arguments, Diestelmann tried to defend his explanation by holding to a 
twofold meaning in 15:29: one meaning which proceeds from the text 
and which tells us that here it is a matter of true sacramental Baptism 
by which we are united to Christ and to those who have died in Him; 
the other which rises from the context following and which shows that to 
be baptized for the dead means to face mortification, tribulations and 
death itself, which can hardly be separated from the profession of the 
Christian life.?47 , 

But others*4® taking another view of it thought that baptism for the 
dead looked not to the mortification of the passions, but rather to its 
effects, sins, which are dead works and cause death to the supernatural 
life. Hence, those who are baptized for the dead, are baptized for dead 
and death-bringing works, in other words, for the washing away of their 
sins. ; 

L. G. Valckenerius attempted to defend this hypothesis by means of 
‘a conjectural reading. He said: “With the change of two letters a very 
appropriate sense seems to follow. The letters yperton certainly contain 
yperton. If the letters are read thus, we would not hesitate to correct 
them into ap’ergon. But baptizomenoi ap’ergon nekron are such who, 
being unclean, are cleansed of their dead works.”?4° 


243 “Toc enim ait Apostolus: baptizantur pro mortuis, nihil aliud indicat quam 
illud quod ad Rom. dixit: ‘Consepulti illi sumus per baptismum in mortem’, id est 
qua gratia, tali ad baptismatis susceptionem animo accedimus, ut membra nostra 
mortificemus in posterum, et pro mortuis omnino degamus, si spes non est quia post 
mortem vivamus.” Julianus, in St. Augustine, o.c., L. 6, no. 38, P.L., 45, 1597. 

244 Jerome (Pseudo), o.c., P.L., 30, 766-768. 

245 Sedulius, Collectanea in ...1 ad Cor., P.L., 103,547; Strabo Wal., Glossa . . 
Mio Dad Cori PA Ia ie], 

246 Primasius, Comm. in 1... ad Cor., P.L., 68, 550. 

247 Diestelmann, o.c., pp. 522-544. 

248 Hugh a St. Cher., 0.c., p. 117 bis, col. a; Nicholas of Lyra, o.c., p. 58 bis; St. 
Thomas, o.c., p. 397; J. Ch. Trombelli, Tractatus de sacramentis, Vol. 3, (Bononiae, 
W719) p27, 

249 Valckenerius, o.c., p. 330, his opinion is repeated by Rovers, o.c., p. 603. 
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4) Baptism of the Dying or Baptism which will Avail after Death. 
While Chrysostom sets up Baptism for the dead bodies, in opposition to 
vicarious Baptism, St. Epiphanius proposes Baptism of the dying, namely, 
of those who “being near to death, . . . if they are indeed catechumens 
relying on the hope (of the Resurrection), are purified by the sacred 
washing. And so they show both that the dead will rise again, and that 
consequently they need that pardon which is obtained through baptism.”?°° 

Two things are indicated by these words: first, that some catechumens 
were baptized when death was imminent; secondly, that they were baptized 
in the hope of the Resurrection. 

Accordingly, Calvin establishes two opinions. The first goes something 
like this: “I say (they) are baptized ‘pro mortuis’ who are already reputed 
as dead and who have altogether despaired of life. Thus the particle hyper 
stands for the Latin ‘pro’, as when we say ‘haberi pro derelicto’.”?>1 
Therefore, they are baptized for the dead who receive the sacrament when 
they are so close to death that they may be considered dead. This is the 
same as the first part of Epiphanius’ opinion. 

To this exposition Calvin quickly adds ‘another,’ which to us seems 
no different from the one just described. “Another meaning of being 
baptized for (the) dead might be to be baptized in such a way that it 
may benefit the dead, not the living. It is known that from the very 
beginning of the Church, those who were still catechumens and had fallen 
ill, were wont to ask for Baptism if the danger of death threatened... . 
They, therefore, were baptized for dead: since there was nothing more 
for them to gain in this world.”?°? 

Estius,?°? Vossius,”°* and Bengelius?°® and other defenders of this opin- 
ion are not in general agreement on points of lesser importance: for some 
hold?°® that this delay in the reception of Baptism was the outcome of 
the abuse of which St. Gregory Nazienzen also speaks ;757 others deny”®® 
that such an abuse had existed at the time of St. Paul. 


250 St. Epiphanius, o.c., P.G., 41,386. 

251 Calvin, o.c., p. 554. 

252 [bid. = 

253 O.c., p. 711. 

254 Vossius, De Baptismo, disputationes XX, Disp. XII, thes. 2, (Amstelodami, 
1701) .5p.:301, col. a. 

255 O.c., pp. 667-668. 

256 Estius, o.c., pp. 710-711; J. Hildebrandus, Veterum Ecclesiae Martyrum im- 
primis et SS. Patrum ars bene moriendi, c. 4, De bapt. super mortuis ex 1 Cor. 15:29, 
_ (Helmestadii, 1641), p. 57. 

257 See above, chap. 3, art. 1, sect. 1, no. 4. 

258 Calvin, o.c., p. 554; Vossius, o.c., p. 301; col. a; Dachsel, Die 1 Epistel ... 
an die Corinther, (Leipzig, 1881), p. 284. 
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5) Baptism will be Useless after Death. By a certain mixture of the 
opinions of Calvin and of Hofmann (see last art., no. 8), Bachmann built 
up a new hypothesis. With the former he agreed that the expression 
hyper ton nekron denoted the time and the state that was to follow after 
the death of the baptized ;2°° with the latter he agreed that hyper ton nekron 
should be connected not with the words hoi baptizomenoi but with ti 
poiesousin which are found at the beginning of the verse, so that it would 
not be a question of some unusual “Baptism for the dead” but of ordinary 
Christian Baptism. The meaning of the words would be: “If there is no 
Resurrection of the dead, what will those who are now baptized do, what 
profit will they gain for the dead, that is, for the state and time when they 
shall be dead ?’’26° 

In order to prove this interpretation and connection of the words, 
Bachmann stresses more than Hofmann does, or at least more clearly than 
he, the distinction between the future poiesousin and the present baptizontai 
and baptizomenoi, which would show that the Baptism received in the 
present time will be found to be useless in the future, that is, in the state 
and time after death.?% 

To guard against the question of “baptism for the dead” which still 
remains in 15:29°, Hofmann maintained that the words hyper auton belong 
to verse 30. Bachmann, conceding that such a connection of hyper auton 
with v.30 is against the natural meaning of the sentence,?® thinks that 
this hyper auton should in part be cancelled, and in part be referred to 
-y.29. Therefore, the verse should be reconstructed thus: “What shall 
they do who are baptized (when) they themselves will be dead? hyper 
heauton ton nekron if the dead do not rise at all, why are they baptized ?’’?® 

If the authenticity of the words hyper auton is to be admitted, they 
are to be understood accordingly as hyper ton nekron and they teach us 
that Baptism, not only in the future, but also in the present time, lacks a 


259 “ | . so bleibt nur noch eine Moglichkeit tibrig um der Stelle einen Sinn 
abzugewinnen: die nekrot von denen in 29a die Rede ist, mtissen die baptizomenoi 
selber sein... . hyper ton nekron ware also dann als Breviloquens—‘flir sich als die 
kiinftig Toten’ zu verstehen.” Bachmann, o.c., p. 456. 

260 “Paulus . . . fragt, was sie mit der Handlung ausrichten werden, wenn jene 
Zukunft kommt, wo sie von gemeinem Menschenschicksal erreicht und tot sein wer- 
den, vorausgesetzt, dass Tote tiberhaupt nicht und also auch sie nicht auferweckt 
werden, sondern Tote bleiben.” Jbid. 

261 “Folglich bleibt das futurische ft potesousin so lange unverstandlich, als es 
keine ndhere Bestimmung dieser Art zu sich nimmt, d.h., hyper ton nekron ist mit 
ti poiesousin zu verbinden.” Jbid., p. 451. 

262 Tbid., p. 450. 

°63 Tbid., p. 457. 
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raison détre. Then the meaning would be: what will they do who are 
baptized when they will be dead? hyper ton nekron if the dead do not 
rise at all. Why are people baptized (now) for them, namely, for those 
who will then be dead? hyper auton (nekron) 2% 

6) Baptism by which we Gain Nothing beyond what the Unbaptized 
Have. Up to this point we have set down the interpretations of those 
authors who do not admit a personal distinction between the baptized 
and the dead. Now we shall explain the opinion of those who do admit 
such a distinction. 

We begin with that of Richterus who, like Bachmann, joins the phrase 
“for the dead” to ‘‘what shall they do?” Since we could not find Richterus’ 
booklet “De baptismo hyper ton nekron” printed in 1803,2 we rely on 
Heydenreich when referring to his opinion. According to Heydenreich, 
Richterus interpreted the word hyper as beyond (Latin, prae), and 
holds that tows nekrous means those who died as godless and unbelievers 
in Judaism or in paganism. He insists that hyper ton nekron be joined, 
not with the nominative hot baptizomenoi, but with the opening words 
of the verse ti poiesousin; finally, he claims that the verb poiein expresses 
the notion of gaining profit, of obtaining some utility, so that the resultant 
sense is: what shall they who are baptized gain beyond the unbaptized 
unbeliever, if the dead do not rise at all? He also thinks that the last two 
words of the verse, hyper auton, are to be thrown out.?®* The argument 
with which Richterus corroborates his interpretation is not referred to by 
Heydenreich. 

7) Baptism by which We Take the Place of the Christians who have 
Died. Contrary to Richterus, Cleric holds that the baptized were not 
infidels, but believers. “If there is no Resurrection,” he says, “what will 
they do, who every day, although they see Christians put to death for 
the sake of the Faith, eagerly come to receive Baptism in order to take 
the place of the dead in the Christian Church ?’267 

Cleric sets down this opinion as if it had been originated by other 
authors, but Bosseck bitterly answers him: “Since we quite willingly 
acknowledge that we do not know these (authors), we hope that the 
illustrious scholar (Cleric), to whom we owe so many outstanding dis- 
coveries ... , will not reproach us if we believe him to be the author 
of this opinion.” 


264 [bid. 

265 Heydenreich, o.c., p. 531. 

266 Ibid. 

267 J. Cleric, see Hammon-Cleric, o.c., p. 131, col. a. 

268 Bosseck, De bapt. pro mortuis, (Lipsiae, 1714), p. 12. 
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Later Ellys?®® proposed this same explanation as a new one and as 
thought out by himself. Olshausen, also, after he had rejected his eschato- 
logical interpretation (see last art. no. 6), holds this hypothesis, and, 
like Ellys, seems to claim it as his own.??° 

Excell,271 and Schott??? adopted the opinion, while Barnes?"? merely 
made mention of it. | 

8) Baptism by which the Name of Dead Christians are Received. 
Cleric taught that by Baptism for the dead the place of the dead Christian 
was taken. On the other hand, Heinsius holds that Baptism for the dead 
gave to the baptized, not the place, but the name of the dead. 

According to Heinsius, Baptism succeeds circumcision and retains cer- 
tain of its rites: “among which is the giving of a name”.?’* To those to 
be baptized, and especially to infants, the Christians were accustomed to 
give the names of the dead “apostles, martyrs, holy fathers, deceased 
relatives . . . in order that these might seem still to live and exist; or to 
sleep for a short time now, but to rise soon after... . Notice also that 
(the dead are called) tous nekrous, not on account of their being dead, 
but inasmuch as they had once been living, as if one were to say: they 
are now numbered among the many.’ 

9) Baptism over the Sepulchres of the Martyrs. The recently-stated 
hypothesis, insofar as it supposes in the baptized faith in the Resurrection, 
and in the dead a Christian life, is similar to the explanation proposed 
by Luther. He holds that the word nekron is used metonymically and 
stands for the “‘sepulchres of the martyrs,’ and understands the preceding 
preposition hyper in the local sense as hyperano over, above. Conse- 
quently, he renders the verse thus: “What do they otherwise do who 
have themselves baptized over the dead, if the dead do not rise again? 
Why do they have themselves baptized over the dead?’’*® Likwise in 
his revision of the Vulgate, he substituted “super mortuis’ in place of 
“pro mortuis’’.?*7 

Because’ of their reverence for the reformer, many Protestants eagerly 


269 See in Edelstein, o.c., pp. 35-36. 

270 Olshausen, o.c., p. 693. 

271 Excell, 1 Corinthians, (London), pp. 667-668. 

272 Schott, The Holy Bible, Vol. 6 (London, 1866), on the passage. 

273 Barnes, o.c., p. 313. 

274 Heinsius, Sacrarum exercitationum ad N.T. libri 20, (Cantabrigiae, 1640), p. 
383. 

275 [bid. 

276 Die Bibel oder die ganze Heilige Schrift des A. u. N.T. ..., (London, 1860). 

277 M. Luther, Text der Vulgata Revision von 1529, (Luthers Werke, Deutsche 
Bibel, Bd. 5), Weimar, 1914. 


“THosE WuHo ARE BAPTIZED FOR THE DEAD” 73 


tried to defend his opinion with all their strength.2"§ They say that the 
Roman emperors, enraged with hatred for the Christian religion and 
violently persecuting the leaders of the faithful, compelled the Christians 
to flee to the catacombs and there administer Baptism. That it hap- 
pened, Stolbergius?” claims, is testified in later times by St. Jerome, St. 
Augustine,?8° and Prudentius.?®! Therefore, the same is to be supposed 
also during the early years of the Church. To anyone who would reject 
this supposition as gratuitous, Stolbergius replies: “How many things are 
in Herodotus . . . (and in other writers) which are recorded once by 
them, and which cannot be proved by other authorities; and yet we believe 
them on the authority of one. Why not do the same with Paul? Especially 
since we consider Paul to be so worthy of faith that his words do not 
need the testimony and proof of any other ?’’?8? 

10) Baptism for the Dead Means Baptism for Christ. Besides Luther, 
others have tried to explain the passage of Paul by the supposition that 
the dead are martyrs. However, they disagree with Luther as regards 
the word martyr which they interpret not metonymically but in the strict 
etymological sense as wiiness. Spanhemius, indeed, holding the sacra- 
mental sense of the word “‘to be baptized”, follows Morus’ interpretation 


278 Liung, o.c., pp. 32-38; J. Olearius, Umiversa Theologia . . . (Hale Saxorum, 
1678), p. 710. The author, however, lists others’ opinions too without repudiating 
them; Kistemaker, o.c., pp. 303-304; Blunt, The First Epistle ... to the Corinthians, 
(London, 1882), pp. 77-78. The position of Miiller is worthy of note because of his 
great inconsistency: after having denied this interpretation on pp. 26-31, he proposed 
it again at the end of his dissertation with only this slight change saying, that in 
15:29 St. Paul speaks of persons being baptized while standing over the graves which 
are located within their homes: “atque hoc modo Luteri sententia aliquatenus 
manebit salva.” (Miuiller, 0.c., pp. 49-50.) 

279 See Liung, o.c., p. 34. 

280 We have searched diligently for the texts from St. Jerome and St. Augustine, 
but in vain. 

281 Prudentius, Peristephanon, Hym. 8, P.L., 60,430-431 


“Electus Christo locus est ubi corda probata 
Provehat ad coelum sanguine, purget aqua. 
Hic duo purpureum Domini pro nomine caesi 
Martyrium pulchra morte tulere viri 
Hic etiam, liquido fluit indulgentia fonte 
Ac veteres maculas diluit amne novo. 
Ante coronati scandebant ardua testes 
Atria, nunc lotae celsa petunt animae.” 


Frantius tries to explain this matter from Eusebius, who speaks of the faithful of 
Smyrna celebrating the martyrdom of St. Polycarp, see Miiller, o.c., p. 11. 
282 See Liung, o.c., pp. 34-35. 
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of hyper ton nekron (see Chap. I, art. I, no. 45). To be baptized for the 
dead then, refers to him who comes “to the font because of the dead one, 
namely Christ, or in view of that dead one whom death could not 
detain.”’288 

Bossek,?8* Schrader?®® and Headwood?®* follow Spanhemius’ opinion. 
Delazer too, agrees that ton nekron means Christ; however, he thinks that 
Paul wrote not for the dead one or for Christ, but for the dead, because 
in the whole context of the 15th chapter, he is speaking of the physical 
and mystical Christ. Since in one body we are many, it is fitting that 
St. Paul uses the plural form.?87 

11) Baptism for Christ and for the Other Dead. It did not seem 
likely to Vaterus that “for the dead” referred only to Christ; hence he held 
that nekron, by means of the plural form, refers to Christ and John. He 
took hyper as corresponding to the phrase eis onoma. 

Paul, therefore, said this: “what will they realize who receive Baptism 
in the name of the dead, namely of Christ and of John, and are thus given 
over to the cult of those who will never rise again ?’’2°° 

According to Samlerus, when Paul wrote ton nekron, he referred “to 
Christ and the other Apostles and doctors of the Gospel who had already 
passed away.”89 

Cloppenburg explained the text in a different manner. He was com- 
pletely silent about Christ. From the presence of the article ton before 
nekron he understood it to refer to those who had been among the five 
~ hundred witnesses of the Resurrection of Christ, but who were now dead 
(see 1 Cor. 15:6). Some of these had been crowned with martyrdom, 
such as Stephen (Acts 7:60), James (ibid., 12:1), and others. Those, 
therefore, were baptized for the dead “who were prompted to receive 
Baptism because of having heard those (martyrs), or of having beheld 
their constancy when dying in witness to the resurrection of Christ.’’??° 
Some of the authors who took nekron as referring to Christ, realized 
that this would be difficult to prove; thus they developed a broader inter- 


283 Spanhemius, o.c., p. 613. 

284 O.c., 21-22. 

285 Ueberzetzung u. Erklarung der Briefe ... an die Corinther u. Romer, (Leip- 
A ASSO) De elke 

286 P,. J. Heawood, “Baptism for the Dead,’ The Expository Times, 55 (1943- 
1944), p. 278. 

287 Delazer, o.c., p. 178. 

288 Vaterus quoted by Heydenreich, o.c., p. 527. 

289 Samlerus quoted by Heydenreich, ibid. 

290 J. Cloppenburg, Syntagma .. . disputationum, 14 disput . .. de sententia 1 
Cor. 15:29, (Franekerae?, 1655), p. 444. 
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pretation and explained nekron as referring to those Christians and 
martyrs whose happiness and constancy in time of death caused others to 
receive Baptism.?9! Spanhemius himself arrived at this opinion.?9? 

Robertson-Plummer?** cdnsiders as one of the best opinions that which 
supposes that they are baptized for the dead who receive Baptism after 
having been exhorted to do so by their beloved relatives and friends who 
had since died. . 

12) Baptism Recewed on Account of the Dead. We saw above that 
Richterus interpreted the dead (nekron) as those persons who died while 
still professing paganism or Judaism; afterwards, we enumerated other 
opinions which explained the dead as referring to the faithful departed, 
martyrs or not. Now we come to an interpretation which was earlier 
proposed, and later retracted by Harduin and which steers a middle course 
between the former two groups. It supposes from 1 Cor. 11 :30-that in the 
years in which St. Paul wrote, a contagious plague was raging in Corinth 
and caused the death of many inhabitants, Christians as well as pagans. 
Some who had delayed the reception of the sacrament of Baptism, fright- 
ened now by the many deaths, hastened to receive Baptism lest they die 
without the sacrament. These, therefore, who were baptized on account 
of the dead hyper ton nekron, became witnesses of the Resurrection. 
Their actions directly prove only immortality, but indirectly also the 
Resurrection, since immortality without a Resurrection cannot be con- 
ceived without great difficulty.?%4 

This explanation was followed by Henry.?® Kling and Holsten?®® admit 
only a certain relationship between 15:29 and 11:20. Neander, arguing 
from 1 Cor. 11:30, supposes a contagious plague.?°? 

13) Baptism Received for Fanciful Reasons. All the hypotheses so 
far put forward consider nekron as masculine; but Krausius, as Heyden- 
reich informs us,-.holds that nekron is derived from the neuter, and that 


291 J. Ch. Wolfius, Curae philol. et crit. in 4 priores S. Pauli Epist., Vol. 3, 
(Edimburgi?, 1737), pp. 454-455. J. Streccius, Meditatio hermeneutica de... 1 Cor. 
15:29, (Jenae, 1736), p. 7; Edelstein, o.c., pp. 4-5; G. J. Frider, baptismos hyper 
ton nekron (Wittembergae, 1749), pp. 9-10; Ressius quoted by Heydenreich, o.c., p. 
527; Anonymous, 1 Kor. 15 v. 29 und 30, Theol. Stud. u Krit., (1860), p. 138. This 
last, however, suffers from great obscurity. 

292 O.c., pp. 615-616. 

293 O.c., pp. 359-360. 


294 Harduinus, De baptismo ..., p. 16. 
295 See M. Henry, The First Epistle . .. to the Cor., (London, 1811), on this 
passage. 


296 Quoted by Heinrici, 0.c., p. 477. 
297 Neander, Auslegung der beiden Briefe an die Kor. (Berlin, 1859), p. 254. 


76 “TrHosE WuHo ARE BAPTIZED FOR THE DEAD” 


nekra means ta me onta = pistis kene, mataia; (1 Cor. 15:17) “that is, 
fancies, false opinions, a dead thing. What shall they do who receive 
Baptism because they are deceived and beguiled by idle dreams, thoughts 
of the dead ?’’298 

14) Baptism which Frees us from Fear of Death. Like Krausius, 
J. E. Chr. Schmidt also took ton nekron as a neuter and “understood as 
the state of death, death itself, ton thanaton.” This scholar interprets the 
phrase hyper tinos einai to mean, to be above or superior to some thing, 
that is, not to fear it, but to make little of it, to despise it. He interprets 
baptiaesthai hyper ton nekron “to be initiated into these sacred rites which 
put to flight the fear of death, to profess through Baptism a doctrine 
which fills the soul with contempt for death, or to be baptized for the 
purpose of being freed from the fear of death through that hope of immor- 
tality which the Christian religion instills into the soul.’’?99 Here it is 
worth noting the final sense given to the particle hyper, a sense which will 
be more fully developed in the following. 

15) Baptism Received in order to Obtain the Kingdom of the Blessed. 
We have shown above (see no. 4) how Epiphanius, Calvin and others 
taught that those are baptized for the dead, who, when dying are washed 
for the time or the state following their death. In such an interpretation, 
the preposition hyper certainly is taken in the final sense. Gerlach, 
Dachsel,?°! and Bonnet, changing somewhat the opinion of Calvin, made 
the final sense of hyper more evident. They do not speak of the time or 
state following death, but of the kingdom of the blessed, or the Church 
triumphant. The explanation of their opinion is as follows: they are 
baptized for the dead who, when dying, receive Baptism in order that 
they may have their lot with the dead, namely with the Church of the 
dead which now enjoys everlasting blessedness, in opposition to the Church 
on earth which is still in contest and suffering. 

“Tt is known,” says Bonnet, “that in the most ancient times Baptism 
was often asked for only at death’s door. . . . He who received Baptism 
in such circumstances was baptized not for the living, but for the dead, 
that is, he was admitted into the Church already glorified, rather than 
into the Church militant.” 


298 Quoted by Heydenreich, o.c., p. 532. 

299 We find.also this opinion in Heydenreich, o.c., p. 532, where it is said that 
this explanation had been defended by Schmidt in Biblioth. fiir Crit. u. Exeg. des N.T. 

300 Die hl. Schrift nach Dr. M. Luther Uebersetzung mit Einleitung, Bd. 6, (Ber- 
lin, 1837), p. 107. 

301 O.c., p. 186, col. b. 

302 L. Bonnet, Epitres de S. Paul, (Loussane3, 1891), p. 241. 
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Retaining the final sense of hyper, Elsner proposes an explanation, in 
some ways contrary to the foregoing. According to him, the idea of 
St. Paul is: If there is no Resurrection, what do they do who by their 
Baptism expose themselves to bodily death? Elsner explains the phrase 
baptizesthaa hyper ton nekron as, “those who are baptized that they may 
come to the dead. A similar phrase was used by Christ when speaking of 
Lazarus’ sickness (John.11:4). To come to or to descend to the dead 
means to die.”9% Linder®*°* and Gutjahr®® hold nearly the same opinion. 
But Gutjahr?° regards the words of St. Paul as ironical. Removing the 
irony, the sense would be: “How stupidly they act who are baptized and, 
despite their Baptism, at some time will be numbered among the dead 
who will not rise.’’3°7 

Kling mentions and refutes a similar explanation.3°8 

Gutjahr proposes still another explanation very much like that of 
Bonnet, except that he is careful not to affirm that Baptism was received 
by the dying. In this latter opinion, Gutjahr still retains the final sense 
of the preposition hyper. He says: “Perhaps the following view is not 
impossible: if there is no Resurrection, what will they do who have them- 
selves baptized for the sake of the dead, inasmuch as these will rise, in 
order to be united to them and share in their Resurrection ?’’3° 

Gutjahr’s opinion is the last of those holding that Baptism benefits 
them who receive it. In the following section we shall evaluate all these 
opinions. 


See Tie iRETICISM OR PE EORTNIONS 


We shall now see, in regard to each opinion, to what extent it agrees 
with or is opposed to the text and context of the Apostle’s words. Since 
many of the conjectures to be considered appeal to the practice of the 
early Church, our evaluation of them, when necessary, will include his- 
torical considerations. 

The opinions in this second article are certainly preferable to those in 
the first in so far as they do not appeal either to vicarious substitutions 


803 J. Elsner, In 1... ad Cor., (Observationes ...), (Traiecti ad Rhenum, 1728), 
pnniz9: 

304 J. R. Linder, Gedanken u. Bemerkungen zu etnigen Stellen des N.T., Theol. 
Stud. u. Krit., (1862), p. 572. 

305 F. S. Gutjahr, Der erste Brief an die Kor., (Graz. u. Wien?, 1922), p. 297. 

306 “Der Sinn der Stelle kann folgender sein: Wenn es keine Auferstehung gibt, 
was Torichtes werden jene tun, die sich ftir die Toten taufen lassen—um einst den 
Toten zuzugeh6ren. Der Beisatz hyper ton nekron ware Ironie.” (Gutjahr, p. 392). 
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308 Kling, o.c., p. 246. 

309 Gutjahr, o.c., p. 392. 
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or to eschatological ideas and thus they are free from all the serious theo- 
logical difficulties which characterize the preceding opinions. Moreover, 
the conjectures which we are now treating, with some exceptions, do not 
waste time, as the former do, in determining whether the dead (ton nekron) 
had been baptized during their lifetime or not. Indeed, the text tells us 
nothing about this matter, and the authors are not in agreement either. 
Often these opinions make no distinction between the baptized and the 
dead, or else, with even better reason, they understand the dead in the 
abstract as the kingdom of the blessed or of the dead. Finally, some of 
the views considered in this article understand hyper in a final sense, 
and this we believe to be the true interpretation as will be explained in 
the next article. There are, however, several difficulties which can be 
directed against these opinions. 

1) The opinion of Tertullian and Chrysostom is the most ancient of 
all Catholic explanations and presents a solution perfectly orthodox and 
in some way based on Rom. 6:4. 

However, as regards the connection between the rite of Baptism and 
the Resurrection, St. Robert Bellarmine reminds us that “. . . Baptism 
represents the Resurrection not of the body from death, but of the soul 
from sin. For this is what the Apostle means in Romans 6 (v.5): “That 
we may also walk in the newness of life.’ Coloss. 3 (v.1): ‘If you have 
risen with Christ, seek the things that are above. .. .’”’34° Actually the 
verses following both these passages imply a parallelism between Christ’s 
-bodily Resurrection and ours; for in the mind of St. Paul, as is evident 
from this very chapter of Romans, the spiritual union between us and 
Christ (see v.5 and v.8) is the pledge of our bodily Resurrection. Never- 
theless, we agree with St. Robert Bellarmine that 15:29 cannot be explained 
from Romans 6:4ff., because in the passage from Romans it is a matter 
of interpreting the mentality of St. Paul, while in 15:29 we are merely 
explaining the custom known to the people of Corinth. We must not 
place much emphasis on the identity of ideas on the Resurrection between 
St. Paul and the Corinthians; but rather, we must remember that the 
former possessed the charism of apostleship while the latter were involved 
in various errors, especially concerning the Resurrection. 

In the entire exposition of his opinion, St. Chrysostom constantly sup- 
poses that the Corinthians already possessed a fully developed knowledge 
of Baptism and of the Resurrection. However, in the beginning of his 
Homily on 15:29 he claims that the Apostle uses his adversaries’ argu- 
ments to refute them.2!! This is scarcely probable. For, if the Corinthians, 


310 St. Bellarmine, o.c., p. 366. 
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as he supposes, had believed the Resurrection of the dead and had been 
baptized explicitly with this belief, it is difficult to understand how they 
could have been denying such a belief. No one can lightly suppose that 
the same person would be baptized for his faith in the Resurrection and 
still deny that Resurrection. 

Another argument is taken from the faith in the Resurrection of the 
body and the forgiveness of sins professed in the creed of the Council 
of Nicaea. For, to discover what was the practice in apostolic times we 
cannot appeal to the recitation of the creed at Baptism and to the faith 
of Christians as they were in the IV century. We must go back to the 
early Church, and if we do so we shall agree with Spanhemius who says: 
“only the confession of sins, hence the acknowledgment of Jesus, of God 
the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost can be gathered from the apostolic 
mfitnmemsce nit 28 10% Acts 8:37 3 11:382 16 31 219 bee, 8 

Nor can anyone accept the argument adduced from the forgiveness of 
sins to prove the opinion of Chrysostom although it is not in opposition 
to sound theology. For it would have to be proved that this line of argu- 
ment was already known to the Corinthians from the first years of their 
conversion, and that they had developed it in detail, even drawing out 
its logical corollary of the Resurrection. To prove this would not be an 
easy matter. 

Hammond’s claim that hyper ton nekron is an abbreviation of hyper 
tes anastaseos ton nekron likewise cannot be proven, for this would be a 
very strange kind of contraction. Certainly if Paul had wanted to abbre- 
viate, he would have omitted the words tes anastaseos and not ton nekron 
(ceenChapelyyart, 2)no: 5): 

Moreover, if with the word dead, St. Paul had wanted to indicate the 
bodies, or that the baptized and the dead were the same person, he would 
have expressed himself more clearly. 

Therefore, because of all these considerations, we do not think that the 
arguments of Chrysostom and Hammond give sufficient support to the 
explanation of 15:29 as meaning “Baptism for dead bodies.” 

2) The same difficulties which were raised against St. Chrysostom 
hold also against the revision of his opinion as offered by Arias Montanus. 
Furthermore, if we keep in mind the facts which history narrates, it didn’t 
“sometimes happen” that people received the Holy Spirit before Baptism, 


point from the things which God does, sometimes from those things which they (the 
adversaries) do. It is a very strong argument for defending his point when he ad- 
duces the actions of those who contradict and makes them the very witnesses of 
what he says.” St. John Chrysostom, o.c., P.G., 61, 347. 
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since we read of its having occurred once only, in the instance of Cornelius 
alone. Besides, this was probably unknown to the Corinthians; for, in 
such a case, the Apostle would not have adduced it as proof. And if it 
were known to the Corinthians, anyone would notice how strange the 
Apostle’s argumentation would be, and how difficult it would be to 
understand it. : 

By divine institution (see Rom. 6:4) Baptism commonly means a re- 
newal of life in those who are baptized. Now, if in some particular in- 
stance, as in the case of Cornelius, that renewal was not signified, we 
merely conclude that this signification of spiritual Resurrection was lack- 
ing. And we have no reason for supposing that some other sort of Resur- 
rection is signified in its stead. In reality, however, there is no reason to 
suppose that Baptism, as in Cornelius’ case, lost its natural meaning 
because the words “to walk im newness of life’ (Rom. 6:6) do not have 
reference merely to the moment of the baptismal rite, since “to walk” does 
not signify something transient but rather a permanent habit, and must 
be understood as a renewal that takes in the whole course of life. 

Finally, if those who had already received the Holy Spirit were none- 
theless baptized, it does not follow necessarily that they had come to the 
laver of regeneration to be witnesses to the Resurrection of the body, 
because, besides this, they still had need of being baptized either to obey 
the precept of God and of the Church, or to show and confirm before 
the faithful what had already happened to them. 

3) The interpretation of 15:29 as some sort of Baptism for mortifying 
ourselves, had been rejected already by St. Augustine when he replied 
to Julian: “You have tried to explain the Apostle’s words insofar as your 
mentality to understand them allowed. But, since these things are not 
against Faith—although in what you say, you have not always kept to 
the meaning of the author—there is no need for me to give an answer 
to your wordy talk.’’18 

We agree with St. Augustine’s judgment, because, as we have shown 
in Chap. I, art. II, no. 3, we cannot easily admit a double acceptance of 
the words nekroi and nekron. If it were a question of the mortification 
which is always attached to a Christian life, the Apostle should have 
spoken in the first person, as in 1 Cor. 15:30, or in the second, as in 
1 Cor. 15:17, 33ff., because he as well as the Corinthians were bound to 
exercise such a mortification; or, if he were arguing from the necessity 
of the remission of sins, he would have had to indicate it in some way; 
otherwise such a meaning could hardly be suspected. 


313 St. Augustine, o.c., P.L., 45, 1597. 
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St. Paul himself in another place (Heb. 6:1; 9:14) when pointing out 
the deadly effects of sin, takes care not to call sin simply ta nekra, but 
nekra erga. He would have had more reason to do this in the passage 
we are considering, both because of its nearness to the nominative nekroi, 
and because of its genitive case which makes it doubtful whether nekron 
is neuter or masculine. 

Valkenerius was of this same mind; for this reason he put forth a great 
deal of effort in composing his conjectured reading of the text. But his 
work was in vain because it was done arbitrarily; and with no trace of 
support in the Greek codices and ancient versions he changed the letters 
as it pleased him. Furthermore, v.29* has a parallel in v.29” whose true 
reading (see Introduction) is not hyper ton nekron but hyper auton; 
and these words will not permit a change into hyp’ ergon. But if also in 
v.29° Valkenerius wants to read hyper ton nekron instead of hyper auton, 
we do not understand how this reading, which appears so clear to him, 
could be supplanted by one which everyone recognizes as most obscure. 
We can readily suppose that the copyists would change an obscure reading 
into a clearer one, but not a clear reading into an obscure one. 

4) The same difficulty militates against the opinion of Epiphanius and 
Calvin, which we mentioned above (no. 1) when speaking of Chrysostom’s 
opinion, namely of considering the baptized and the dead as the same 
person.?14 

Another objection is that this hypothesis seems to attribute a redundant 
meaning to the phrase hyper ton nekron, since once it is explained as 
meaning the state that is to follow on death, and at another time as mean- 
ing those who are close to death. Thus it is not too clear whether the 
defenders of this opinion thought that this Baptism was for the dead 
inasmuch as it was received by the dying, or because it was received in 
view of the time that was to follow on death. 

We cannot suppose that the Apostle distinguishes some special Baptism 
which would be beneficial after death from simple Baptism which would 
be profitable during life, because in what immediately precedes (1 Cor. 
15:19) he denies it. Therefore, since Baptism is always the same and 
benefits only after death, in the hypothesis of St. Epiphanius and Calvin, 
Paul had no reason for adding the obscure words hyper ton nekron which 
would have had no useful purpose. 

In his first explanation Calvin, understanding hyper in the sense of pro 
in the Latin phrase “haberi pro derelicto”’, gives the preposition a new 
meaning and one foreign to Paul. In another place (1 Cor. 5:3), the 


314 “Unter diesen Toten kénnen schwerlich die Tduflinge selbst verstanden wer- 
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Apostle has a like expression: “Mihi autem pro (eis) minimo est ut a 
vobis judicer ...,” but here he uses hyper and not ets. 

Again, if hyper would have such a meaning, it would have to be accom- 
panied by some verb of thinking or believing. In the Latin example 
“haberi pro derelicto,” the sense is made clear precisely by the verb 
“haberi”, which is lacking in 15:29. Furthermore, if Paul had used the 
preposition hyper in this sense, the article ton before nekron would more 
correctly have to be left out. Finally, if the Apostle intended to speak of 
the Baptism of the sick, he certainly would not have said: What shall they 
do who receive Baptism for the dead? but he would have said: What shall 
they do who receive Baptism when dying? or something similar. 

It is a wholly gratuitous supposition that the catechumenate already 
existed in Paul’s time, since the first traces of it are found considerably 
later than the time of the Apostle.2!° Thus also the abuse of delaying 
Baptism until death belongs to a later period; and, as Calvin wisely 
observes, “this was due in part to great ignorance and in part to 
hypocrisy.”*1® If, therefore, neither the catechumenate nor the abuse of 
deferring the sacrament of regeneration until the end of life existed, 
Baptism for the dead or for the dying would never, or at least very rarely, 
have taken place, and it would have been but little known. But this fact 
contradicts Paul’s words, because, as pointed out in the criticism in the 
second chapter, the Apostle is speaking of a well-known fact and one 
that occurred frequently. 

5) As to Bachmann’s opinion, we do not like his joining the words 
hyper ton nekron with potesousin, which even at first sight appears violent. 
For anyone, unless he be influenced by a prejudiced (dogmatic) opinion, 
will see that obviously and naturally the words for the dead should be 
joined with to be baptized rather than with what shall they do. 

Nor does the argument which the author takes from the future tense 
of poiesousin persuade us to give up this natural construction and sequence 
of the words. Bachmann himself grants that a present action which must 
be repeated is rendered useless by means of a question that is put in the 
future tense.217 Thus, if I were to say: “I baptize often, but what shall 
I gain by it?” The future J shall gain can mean not only that for the 
future I shall gain nothing from the Baptism that I so often administer, 
but it can also mean that this administering of Baptism is worthless even 
now. Besides, the future tense and the present are freely interchanged as 


315 P. De Puniet, Catecumenat, in Dict. d’Archéologie Chrétienne et de liturgie, 
(Paris, 1910), Vol. 2, 2579. 
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is evident from 1 Cor. 7:3 ff. Hence there is no point in urging the 
difference of tense between poiesousin on the one hand and baptizontai or 
baptizomenot on the other. 


At all events, this joining of hyper ton nekron to poiesousin becomes 
almost impossible if we consider v.29". For, excluding the possibility of 
cutting away the words hyper auton from y.29 and transferring them to 
v.30, which Bachmann himself concedes,?48 the Apostle once again em- 
ploys the phrase baptizesthai hyper auton = nekron, unless, of course, we 
gratuitously deny the authenticity of these words. Wherefore, we cannot 
possibly understand in different senses two identical phrases which occur 
in the same verse. 


Furthermore, the pronoun auton in v.29", instead of repeating the words 
nekron, connects both of these parts of v.29 more intimately, and thus 
renders a diverse or varied meaning more improbable. Besides, if the 
phrase hyper ton nekron has a temporal meaning, the article ton should 
have been omitted. 


Nor does it help at all to justify the presence of the article ton as a 
parallel to hot placed before baptizomenoi for only with difficulty could 
we admit a parallel in the articles where there is none in the words. 
Bachmann, indeed, attributes to the participle baptizomenoi the value of a 
noun, and to the substantive nekron the value or meaning of an adjective, 
or of an adverb of time. This difficulty of explaining ton by parallelism 
increases the more, if we keep in mind the separation that the author has 
established between baptizomenoi and nekron by connecting nekron with 
poiesousin: because the more independent two words or expressions are, 
the less influence they exert on each other. 


Therefore, the opinion which Bachmann proposed does not appeal to us, 
because, though it does draw out of the text a certain orthodox sense, 
still it does violence to it by cancelling words, changing others, and joining 
words without warrant. 

6) For the same reasons that have been advanced against Bachmann, 
we reject the hypothesis of Richterus, because here too the critic arbi- 
trarily strikes out from the text hyper auton and against the obvious sense 
joins hyper ton nekron with potesousin. 

However, regarding hyper as understood in the sense of “beyond,” we 
note that if this were really the meaning of this preposition, it would 
govern the accusative, not the genitive case,*1® as it does in other passages 


318 [bid., and p. 456; see also what we said about Hofmann, preced. art., sect. 2, 
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of St. Paul, for example, “we were crushed beyond measure hyper 
dynamin” (2 Cor. 1:8; see also tbid., 12:13). 

Finally, if by the word ton mekron the non-baptized dead are meant, 
in contrast to those who were baptized, then the principal word which 
expresses this contrast would have had to be written in and not omitted. 
Hence, the text would have to read: ti potesousin hot baptizomenoi hyper 
ton nekron me baptizomenon. But the fact is, this is missing.3?° 

7) We grant that Cleric’s opinion does not contradict the text. Indeed, 
hyper sometimes has the same meaning as anti. And once granting this, 
we already have the hypothesis of Baptism received in the name of and 
in the place of the dead. But if the opinion is examined in the light of 
history, it appears less probable; in fact, it will have to be rejected. 

For the reasons we have stated in sect. II, no. 1 of the first article, 
we do not approve his idea since it cannot be supposed that many of the 
faithful died a martyr’s death. The words of 1 Cor. 15:19: “If with this 
life only in view we have had hope in Christ, we are of all men the most 
miserable,” which Olshausen®*! employs to prove his opinion, can be 
explained by the very nature of the Christian religion and ethics which 
demand effort and heroism; nor is it necessary at all to suppose from these 
words that martyrdom of blood was already known to the Church of 
Corinth. 

Neither is it logical to suppose, as Ellys seems to have done,??? that 
many of the faithful had already died from natural causes, because, when 
Paul wrote his letter, we are still in the very beginnings of the Church 
at Corinth. From this particular circumstance, Edelstein??? concluded that 
the number of the faithful at Corinth was then ‘almost . . . complete.” 
This statement seems to be at odds with 1 Cor. 11:30, although it is 
probable that the words of Paul: kownontai ikanoi, have a certain ora- 
torical exaggeration about them. 

Though the sacrament of Baptism joins us mystically with all the 
brethren in Christ, it in no way does so precisely under the aspect of 
their death. Furthermore, of its very nature, Baptism looks especially 
and directly to the good of the individual and only indirectly to the good 
of the community. Nor can we, without exaggeration, suppose that the 
catechumens received the Gospel, not in order to lead a Christian life, 
but rather to occupy the places of the deceased and to expose themselves 
to death. 


. 820 Heydenreich, ibid. 
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8) The explanation proposed by Heinsius seems to us to be foreign 
to the mind of Paul, and hence we cannot admit it. The way in which 
he considers as living those whom the text calls dead is a mere play on 
words. Indeed, if without proof, we were to maintain that when a writer 
says dead he means living we would not possibly perform rational 
exegesis. In our judgment, there seems to be nothing in the text which 
indicates that the Apostle called dead those whom he considered living 
with the many. 

Moreover, this hypothesis seems to be excluded by the very text itself. 
The hypothesis is: “if the dead shall not rise at all’; hence Paul would 
not propose this condition: “if the living shall not rise”, for the living 
do not need life and Resurrection. Besides, this would have proved nothing 
against his adversaries who were attacking the Resurrection of the dead 
and not of the living. Therefore, Paul was to speak of the dead and not 
of the living. 

Against certain theologians who claimed that the baptismal name did 
not appear until the fifth century, H. Leclerq observes: “The custom of 
substituting a new name for a former name on the occasion of baptism 
was in practice in some Churches since the third century.’%4 Even if 
we grant this with Leclerq, the opinion of Heinsius is still far from being 
probable, because it arbitrarily supposes the practice of bestowing a bap- 
tismal name in the first years of the Corinthian Church. This destroys 
his whole conjecture. : 

Nor is St. Paul speaking of Baptism which was, at times, administered 
to infants. In such cases, the baptized children would do nothing and 
remain passive, since they were infants, and St. Paul would have to ask, 
not the infants, but those who baptized them, what they will do, and the 
text would have to read baptizontes and baptizousin, which, however, is 
not the case. 

Heinsius also asserts, without proof, that the reason why the name 
of their ancestors was given to children and adults, was faith in the 
Resurrection. Rather, this was done out of love and respect for their 
elders, even as it is done today. This was also looked upon as an omen, 
that those who received the name of their ancestors would imitate their 
virtues. 

9) Diirselen passes a correct judgment on Luther’s explanation when 
he writes: “The explanation which holds that Baptism over the graves 
of the martyrs is meant, is generally rejected for historical, grammatical, 
and dialectical reasons.’’3”° 


324 H. Leclerq, Noms Propres, in Dict. d’Archeologie Cretienne et de Liturgie, 
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In truth, there is no historical foundation for this hypothesis. The 
one witness for Baptism administered in the place of martyrdom is 
Prudentius in the verses already quoted. But he wrote at the end of the: 
fourth and the beginning of the fifth century. Furthermore, he did not 
write of the time of persecution, and therefore does not support Luther’s 
hypothesis, but of the time when churches had been built over the places 
of the martyrs’ confessions to serve as trophies of their victory. Hence, 
Olshausen rightly says: “. .. (the opinion of) Baptism administered on 
the graves of the martyrs, of which usage there is no vestige in apostolic 
times, can make no claim to recognition.’’??® 

Besides, we have no indication, as we said above (no. 7) when examining 
the conjecture of Cleric, that already when this letter was written, the 
faithful of Corinth were suffering great persecution. Rather, Paul sup- 
poses the contrary in the whole description of the scandals, schisms and 
difficulties existing in the Church. 

It is difficult to admit Luther’s opinion as even grammatically correct. 
For neither St. Paul nor any other New Testament writer ever uses the 
preposition hyper governing the genitive to indicate the place “above, 
over which.” He also violates the laws of hermeneutics (see Chap. I, 
art. II, no. 3), for he understands nekron, nekroi, and auton in a different 
sense. 

We must reject this hypothesis also because it fails against logic and 
contains a vicious circle. We wish to know what St. Paul means in 15:29, 
for his words are obscure. The author replies that the Apostle means 
“Baptism over the sepulchres.”” As even Liung and Stolbergius concede, 
this interpretation is not proved from the words of Jerome, Augustine, 
and Prudentius, but from the words of St. Paul, which, however, are 
disputed. They say that Paul is worthy of faith and therefore does not 
need the testimony of another !827 This is a mere argument in a circle. 

10) The opinion that “Baptism for the dead” is the same as Baptism 
received for the dead, that is, Christ, has been already disproved in the 
criticism in the first chapter, no. 5. There we disproved the analogy 
proposed by Morus as a likely way of explaining 15:29. It will be suffi- 
cient to add here that not even Spanhemius was certain of this hypothesis, 
for he proposed another solution and claimed that it was more probable. 

Delazer does not strengthen the opinion by his theological argument 
when he asserts that “through Baptism we are immersed into both Christs 
(the physical and the mystical Christ). Nowhere else does the Apostle 
use the plural when speaking of the physical or the mystical Christ. 


326 Olshausen, o.c., pp. 691-692; see also Henry. o.c. 
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11) Regarding the hypothesis of Vaterus, we do not know whether 
actually at some time there were certain ones who by one and the same 
Baptism consecrated themselves to Christ and John, or who were used 
to receive both the Baptism of John and the Baptism of Christ, as we 
read of certain disciples at Ephesus (Acts 19:3-5). 


At all events, it is only once, at Ephesus, that mention is made of men 
baptized in the name of John (Acts 19:3). At Corinth, on the other hand, 
although there were many dissensions and some said: “I am of Paul, 
I am of Apollos, or I am of Cephas” (1 Cor. 1:12), no one said, I am of 
John. Hence, we have no reason to suppose that there were certain ones 
among the Corinthians who were baptized in the name of the Precursor. 
And if there were some who did this, it would certainly not be fitting for 
Paul to put their error on the same footing as his own apostolic labors. 

It will be helpful to remember what Paul thought of the Baptism of 
John. “John baptized the people with a baptism of repentance, telling 
them to believe in him who was to come after him, that is, in Jesus” 
(Acts 19:4). If the Apostle taught the Jews and others in this manner, 
we may safely conclude with Heydenreich that no one “accepted Baptism 
in honor of John and in his name in order to bind himself to the cult 
of John and to perform sacred functions in reference to John.’’?8 


The supposition of Samlerus that the Apostles and other holy men of 
the early Church who had died were held in nearly the same honor and 
veneration as Christ by the Corinthians and by those who were baptized 
for the dead is not very likely. 


In the criticism in the First Chapter, no. 3, we pointed out that the 
expression “those who are baptized for the dead’’ refers more probably 
to the Corinthians themselves. Now we reply to Cloppenburg that more 
likely not one of the five hundred eye-witnesses was known in Corinth. 
Otherwise, St. Paul would have been more exact, as he was when speaking 
of Peter and James (1 Cor. 15:5-9). Therefore, the Corinthians could 
neither have admired the constancy of these unknown eye-witnesses, nor 
could they have been baptized for them. 

The explanation of Spanhemius and others, as well as the one proposed 
by Robertson-Plummer are not free from difficulties, because we have no 
reason to suppose that there were martyrs among the Corinthians. 
Although there was a considerable group of Christians at Corinth (see 
Acts 18:8-10), the Church was just beginning there. Thus we must not 
too readily presume that the number of faithful who died in great peace 
and security was large enough to draw others to Baptism. Rather, we 
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must not forget the weak Christians who caused so many deep sorrows to 
the Apostle, and who, therefore, would be no inducement to others to 
receive Baptism. 

12) Harduin, without offering one objective argument to strengthen 
his position, bases his whole hypothesis upon the gratuitous assumption 
that a contagious plague was raging in Corinth. Consequently, whatever 
is freely asserted, can be freely denied. © 

As a matter of fact, Paul teaches the very contrary. He says that many 
of the Corinthians died, not because of a plague, but because they received 
the Eucharist unworthily :32° “For he who eats and drinks unworthily, 
eats and drinks judgment to himself. This is why many among you are 
infirm and weak, and many sleep” (1 Cor. 11:30). 

Besides, it was customary at this time to be baptized immediately after 
accepting the Faith. Postponement of Baptism did not come until a later 
time. We proved this above in no. 4, when opposing Calvin and his 
followers. 

There is no reason to delay longer over this opinion since it was later 
withdrawn by the author himself.3%° 

13) We cannot accept the opinion of Krausius either. The word 
nekron is not the same as mataia pistis. In no other place does the Apostle 
give such a unique meaning to the word nekron. Certainly this metaphor 
would be extremely obscure to all his readers, since there is nothing in 
the context which would induce us to understand nekron metaphorically. 

If nekron is derived from nekra, then we must admit a different mean- 
ing in the words nekron, nekroi, and auton. But we have frequently 
mentioned that this does violence to the laws of rational hermeneutics. 

Should we grant the opinion of Krausius, the argument of the Apostle 
-would have little or no value in proving either immortality or the Resur- 
rection. The argument would have some force only in the improbable sup- 
position that those who were baptized for the dead were those who denied 
the Resurrection; for, inasmuch as they denied the Resurrection, they 
truly received Baptism for a senseless reason, and could be affected by 
Paul’s argumentation. But if those who were baptized for the dead ad- 
mitted the Resurrection, and Paul claimed that their motive for receiving 
the sacrament was of little moment, then the argument of 15:29 would 
not weaken the position of his adversaries, but would actually strengthen it. 

14) Against Schmidt’s opinion that ton nekron must be taken in the 
neuter sense and that ta nekra is the same as ton thanaton, we may adduce 
the same objections which disprove the foregoing hypothesis. 
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The Greek phrase baptizesthai hyper ton nekron cannot be translated: 
to be initiated into sacred rites which raise us above the fear of death. 
For in this case hyper would demand the accusative and not the genitive. 


Besides, those who were baptized for the dead, whether they denied 
the Resurrection or not, could easily have weakened the argument of Paul. 
They could have said: “You ask, ‘what do they do? It is precisely 
because no one knows what will happen to us after death, that they fear 
death and are initiated by these sacred ceremonies which dispel that 
fear.” Thus St. Paul, in his effort to prove the Resurrection, would offer 
an argument that has no connection with the point, and would thus expose 
himself to the mockery of his opponents. 


15) In the opinion given in no. 15 we find many correct notions: that 
those who received Baptism did not do so to obtain a reward in the present 
life, nor to obtain the darkness of death, since these things are not prom- 
ised by Baptism; but rather that they were baptized in order to obtain 
a guarantee of everlasting life, according to 1 Cor. 15:19. 


However, this opinion also has its bad points. There is nothing in the 
text or context to give any indication that Paul is speaking of the sick 
and dying, and only by a false and redundant interpretation of hyper ton 
nekron could such a meaning be deduced. 

Likewise, the words ton nekron do not seem to indicate the Church tri- 
umphant. Certainly, the blessed are dead. But their blessedness can 
hardly be expressed by the mere mention of their death, since the two 
notions are far apart. No one may abandon the proper meaning of the 
words and force another meaning into them; otherwise it would hardly 
be possible to give a literal and objective interpretation of speech. There- 
fore, the phrase hyper ton nekron must be understood as the dead, or the 
kingdom of the dead; it must not be taken to mean the kingdom or land 
of the living. | 

Elsner realized this. But, while avoiding the mistake of understanding 
hyper ton nekron in the sense of blessed and taking it instead in its objec- 
tive meaning, he fell into a greater difficulty. For, if baptizesthai refers to 
an act by which we are directly prepared for life, and hyper ton nekron 
means the dead, it is not clear how St. Paul could unite such contrary 
notions. Elsner tried to explain away the difficulty by saying that Paul 
is speaking of those who are baptized “that they may come and descend 
to the dead, and be dead’’.234. But no one needs to receive Baptism to do 
this. 

Gutjahr grasped this difficulty, and so he explained the words hyper ton 


331 Elsner, o.c., p. 128. 
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nekron as spoken ironically by Paul. When Bonnet noted the same diffi- 
culty, he corrected his own opinion by removing the redundant explana- 
tion of the words hyper ton nekron. These opinions seem to us more 
probable than the others. However, they weaken and almost destroy the 
force of the many questions in v. 29 ff. For this reason we prefer, though 
not in every respect, the opinion of Durselen which is very similar to that 
of Gutjahr and which will be explained in the following article. 


SOLUTION OF THE QUESTION 


ART. III. BAPTISM IS NOT “FOR THE DEAD,” 
BUT UNTO LIFE 


In seeking the solution to our question, Diirselen has tried a new approach. 
From St. Paul’s own method of procedure, he has set down four principles 
which he uses as norms for his inquiry.33? 

They) are: 

1) The argument in v.29 is forceful in proving the Resurrection in a 
manner parallel to that in v.30 drawn from the very life of the Apostle ;338 
2) The practice mentioned in 15:29 was well-known, firmly estab- 
lished, and approved by common opinion ;334 3) This argument had 
force too for those who denied the Resurrection; in fact, it was against 
them that the argument was formulated; 4) Those who denied the Resur- 
rection were as yet numbered among the faithful, as is noted in v. 12. 

On the basis of these principles, the author concludes that St. Paul drew 
his argument from the Baptism of the Christians. For this Baptism was 
as forceful in proving the Resurrection as were the tribulations of the 
Apostles. Moreover, it was known to everyone, and the adversaries too 
felt the impact of the argumentation based on it, since they themselves, 
being Christians, had been baptized. All this is in conformity with the 
four principles set down by Durselen. 

The words (hyper) ton nekron, which are admittedly a source of dif- 
ficulties for everyone, do not belong grammatically either to tz powesousin, 
or to hoi baptizomenot, but they stand by themselves as an added 
rhetorical question.**° Durselen maintains that the phrase hyper auton, 
which is found at the end of v.29, belongs to v.30. The sense of the two 
verses would be: v.29 Epet ti potesousin hoi baptizomenoi; hyper ton 


332 Diirselen, o.c., pp. 302-303. 

333 See what we said above, chap. 3, art. 1, sect. 2, no. 1, about the similarity of 
argumentation between verses 29 and 30. 

334 This has been stated by us too; see, reference quoted in the preced. note. 
It is affirmed by many others as, H. A. W. Meyer, Kritish-exegetisches Handbuch 
iiber den ersten Brief an die Kor., (Gottingen*, 1861), p. 278; Allo, o.c., p. 413; Billroth, 
0.C., p. 223: “. . . Paulus iiber sie als eine den Korinthern ganz bekannte spricht. . . .” 

335 “Die Worte (hyper ton nekron) gehoren grammatisch weder zu ti potesousin 
noch zu hoi baptizomenot, sondern sind einfach selbststandig. Sie sind eine aus der 
Lebhaftigkeit der Beweisfithrung, die zum Dialoge geworden ist, geborene Gegen- 
frage.” Diirselen, o.c., p. 305. 
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nekron; et holos nekrot ouk egeirontat; ti kat baptizontai; v.30 hyper 
auton tt kai hemeis kindyneuomen pasan horan; Otherwise, what shall 
they do, what reason will they have for being baptized? Do they baptize 
themselves for the dead? that is, to belong to the dead who are never to 
rise? If the dead do not rise again at all, why then are people baptized? 
Why do we stand in jeopardy for them (the dead who are never to rise) ? 
This opinion, we believe, is defective in one respect: it errs in joining 
the words hyper auton with the following phrase ti kai hemeis kindyneuo- 
men. For this would be a breach of the very first of the four norms rightly 
set up by Durselen himself, namely: the argumentation based on Baptism 
is parallel to that based on the tribulations of the Apostles. If Diirselen’s 
idea be admitted, there is no parallel between the argumentation in v. 29 
and v. 30. For the first two rhetorical questions in v. 29 “why are they 
baptized? for the dead?’, imply with the greatest emphasis that Baptism 
is not received for the dead at all. Yet in v.30 St. Paul would not deny, 
but grant that he is enduring tribulations for.the dead and only asks why 
he is doing so. Consequently, while in v. 29 the Baptism for the dead is a 
non-existent absurdity, in v.30 the dangers endured for the dead are a 
granted reality. In other words, the first norm referred to above would 
lead us to expect in v. 30 the same “reductio ad absurdum” used by Paul 
in v.29. But, if hyper auton be attributed to v. 30 the expected parallel 
is not borne out. Besides, we have already shown above against Hofmann 
that the words hyper auton belong to v.29 and not to v.30 because of the 
disorder and violence to which the text would otherwise be subjected. 


OUR OPINION 


Retaining Diirselen’s four principles, we hold that the words auton do 
not belong to v.30, and that, over and above the question mark which 
Diirselen added after baptizomenot, a second and a third are to be placed 
after baptizontai and hyper auton respectively. The whole verse would 
then be punctuated thus: Epei ti potesousin hoi baptizomenot; hyper ton 
nekron; et holos nekroi ouk egeirontat, ti kai baptizontat; hyper auton ;*® 

The second part of the verse would thus be a fully parallel repetition 
of the first part. For it is easy and natural for one to keep repeating the 
identical thing in the same or different words or ways, particularly when 


336 Already Heydenreich, o.c., p. 510, knows “nonnullos” who, in 15:29b, read 
hyper ton nekron, and like us “in quatuor periodos totum versiculum dissecandum 
existimaverunt.” 
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speaking under the pressure of great excitement as is St. Paul in this 
passage.337 

The sense, therefore, would be: “Otherwise what shall they do who 
are baptized? for the dead? (that is, are they baptized to belong to, to be 
numbered among the dead, who are never to rise again)? Indeed, if the 
dead do not rise again at all, why are people baptized? For them? that is, 
are they baptized to be numbered among the dead who are never to rise 
again? In other words, we maintain that according to the mind of St. 
Paul, or in the hypothesis of the Resurrection, baptizesthai has nothing to 
do with the phrase, hyper ton nekron, and is to be separated from it by a 
question mark. Yet, in the absurd hypothesis that there were no Resur- 
rection, Baptism would be for the dead, and then one would join 
baptizesthai to hyper ton nekron. 

We consider this opinion more simple and more probable than any other, 
because it seems most consonant with paleography, with the Pauline style, 
with the nature of Baptism, with the signification of the preposition hyper, 
and with the words ton nekron. 

Paleography, indeed, teaches us that: “The breathing and accent and 
punctuation of words and sentences did not come into common usage until 
a later period. The same is true of the division of the text by colons and 
commas, according to the meaning of the sentences. Stichometric writing, 
on the other hand, was already in use by the second century B.C. This 
was the method used in computing the number of syllables and letters in 
order to pay the wages of copyists.”38 

Therefore paleography can offer no objection to our opinion which solves 
all difficulties with a mere variation of the accepted punctuation. The 
disposition of the punctuation, on the other hand, is neither the object of 
textual criticism, nor is it uniform in the Vulgate and the Greek text, at 
least in the editions of Nestle and Merk. These two authors do not agree 
even in the punctuation of the Greek text itself, for Nestle, in a note, © 
proposed the separation of hyper auton from baptizonta. In the use of | 
the question mark, you will find that in Merk’s edition, the Latin and | 
Greek texts differ in Rom. 3:3; 4:1; 8:34 ff; 14:22; 1 Cor. 1:13; 5: a 
12:15 ff., and so on. This shows that the punctuation is often dubious, 
and that we are in no way bound to keep the common punctuation when 
it creates difficulties and a better is at hand. Nor does our multiplication 
of question marks in 15:29 result in anything foreign to St. Paul, for he 


337 See Ex. 34:6; Is. 43:11; Jer. 7:4, 22:29; Ezech. 21:28; 3 Kgs. 13:2, 

338 Simon-Prado, Praelectiones Biblicae, Propedeutica . . ., sive Introductio in 
universam Scripturam, (Taurini®, 1938), p. 123. Cf., also H. Hoepfl, Introductio 
Generalis in S. Scripturam, (Romae,* 1940), no. 257. 
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abounds in questions, particularly when arguing. See Rom. 3:27-31; 4:10; 
6:15; 7:7; 8:31-35; 9:14, 19-22; 10:6-8, 14-19. Furthermore, Rom. 3:27; 
8:33 ff provides us with an especially illustrative example, for there, 
question is heaped upon question, much as we have arranged in 15:29. 


With regard to the verb “to baptize” or “to be baptized”, it must be 
kept in mind that when it is a question of the Baptism of John and of 
Christ, this word denotes the religious action by which we become the 
followers of John or of Christ, and are numbered among their disciples. 
Baptizein eis to onoma tinos signifies, to consecrate someone to someone 
else, by means of Baptism, that is, to make a subject or a servant of. 
Baptizein eis Christon signifies to unite to Christ by Baptism.%8° In this 
sense baptize (or baptizesthai) is not a verb of rest, nor does it denote 
simply a repeated washing, immersion, dipping. Rather, it is a verb of 
motion and expresses an action by which we strive for something, by 
which we desire to be consecrated and united to someone. By receiving 
Christian Baptism, therefore, we are united to Christ and to His followers. 
Hence Acts 2:38-41 concludes, from the mere mention of Baptism, to the 
union of the baptized with the rest of the faithful who constitute the 
Church! “But Peter (said) to them: Do penance: and be baptized every- 
one of you in the name of Jesus Christ, ... They therefore that received 
his word were baptized: and there were added (to the Church) in that 
day about three thousand souls.” 

Thus we contend that just as Baptism for Christ unites us to Him and 
to His followers, so Baptism for the dead unites us to the dead. It could 
be objected, however, that in the first case we find baptizesthat eis to onoma 
Christou, while in 15:29 we read baptizesthai hyper ton nekron. The ques- 
tion to be solved, therefore, is whether that motion by which we strive 
for something or by which we desire to be united to someone, can be 
expressed only by baptizesthai eis . . . or also by baptizesthat hyper ... 
We answer that it can. For in baptizesthat (or baptizein) ets, the prepo- 
sition eis indicates the object towards which or in whose behalf, honor, 
etc., the Baptism tends, and this same sense can be rendered by hyper.?*° 


Zorell?4! explains and determines the different senses of the preposition 
eis, which we here quote in part, together with pertinent examples of each. 


339 Zorell, o.c., p. 210. 

340 See J. Fr. Schleusner: Novum Lexicon Graeco-latmum m N.T., (Londini, 
1829), p. 917; Car. Gott. Bretschneider: Lexicon manuale graeco-latinum in libros 
N.T., (Lipsiae,? 1829), Vol. 2, p. 546; Conr. Rossberg, De Praepositionum graecarum 
in cartis aegyptus Ptolomeorum aetatis usu, (Jenae, 1909), p. 41. 

341 The following words in quote are from Zorell, o.c., p. 376-380. 
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To these we shall add other passages in which the same meaning is ex- 
pressed by hyper. 

1) “After verbs of changing, or becoming, dissolving, conjoining .. . 
(eis is used) to indicate what results from, or exists after such a change”... 
Rom. 1:26: “For their women have changed (katellaxan) the natural use 
into that use (ets ten) which is against nature;” the sentence remains the 
same if hyper tes is substituted for eis ten. 

2) “Ets with the accusative sometimes signifies an outcome or issue, 
whether happy or otherwise; occasionally the connotation, at least implied, 
is one of purpose and intent.” Apoc. 13:2: “And I saw one of his heads 
as it were slain to death (eis thanaton) ;”’ the very same could also be 
expressed through hyper thanatou as is evidenced by John 11:4 where 
instead of eis, first pros is used, then hyper: “This sickness is (that is, 
this sickness leads) not unto death (pros thanaton), but unto the glory of 
God (hyper tés doxes...).” 

3) “In verbs of calling, sending, serving, determining, preparing, .. . 
the object towards which the action is directed is indicated by ets with the 
accusative....” 1 Pet. 2:14: be subject to “governors as sent by him (the 
king) for the punishment (ets ekdtkesin) of evildoers... .” In Rom.15:8, 
St. Paul, in exactly the same sense uses both hyper and eis: “For I say 
that Christ Jesus has been minister of the circumcision in order to show 
God’s fidelity (hyper aletheias ...) in confirming (eis to bebatosm) the 
promises made unto the fathers.” 

4) “Tt indicates the term towards which the intention of the agent 
is aimed.” Heb. 9:15: “...by means of his death for the redemption of 
those transgressions. . . .(eis apolytrosin .. .) ;’ hyper apolytroseos would 
Hongst asovell Sec Corelo:3 reba 2k} 72/79 75 LOr1 2. 

5) “It indicates the object of some relationship with the force of ‘to, 
towards, against.” Luke 12:21: “So is he that layeth up treasure for 
himself and is not rich towards God (ets theon. ...)” It does not seem 
that the substitution of hyper theou for eis theon would alter the meaning 
of the phrase. 

6) “It indicates that, which in a given action, we look to as an impelling 
motive: in view of something, impelled by something. Rom. 4:20: “In 
the promise... (eis de ten epaggelian) of God he staggered not; that is, 
he did not stagger because of God’s promise. The same is noted in 2 Cor. 
12:10: “I please myself in . . . distresses for Christ (hyper Christou) : 
that is, because of, for the love of Christ. 

7) “eis tina means in someone’s behalf or honor, etc....”’ 1 Cor. 16:1: 
“Now concerning the collection being made for the saints evs tous 
hagious....’’ Nobody can deny that hyper ton hagion would have exactly 
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the same meaning, because the chief signification of hyper is, in behalf of, 
in honor of, etc.... 


Here we should note that under this very number Zorell discusses the 
phrase baptizesthai eis ton Christon interpreting it as, “to be consecrated 
to Christ by Baptism.’’ Since to be consecrated to Christ is the same as to 
be devoted to His service, to his honor, it follows that this same thought 
can be expressed by: baptizesthar hyper Christou. This proves our con- 
tention that both baptigesthai eis and baptizesthai hyper are parallel 
expressions having an identical meaning.3* 


Though in no way engaged in a treatment of our question, Abel offers 
this confirmatory testimony: “in the papyri, hyper is sometimes equivalent 
to ews.’’>* Consequently, we are right in maintaining that baptizesthai 
hyper ton nekron has the same meaning as baptizesthai eis tous nekrous, 
and that those who are baptized eis Christon, are engrafted into Christ, 
just as those who are baptized hyper ton nekron are ingrafted into the dead. | 

A further query is still possible: “If to be baptized into (eis) the dead, 
and to be baptized for (hyper) the dead mean exactly the same, why did 
St. Paul use such an unusual phrase and construct “to be baptized” with 
hyper instead of with ets? Since the Apostle has left no record of his 
reason, we do not know. Nevertheless, it is possible that he had recourse 
to such an unusual expression, because out of reverence he did not want 
to employ the same word to express this strange and absurd “Baptism 
for the dead” and the life-giving Baptism for Christ. For he knew that no 
‘such “Baptism for the dead” existed, and that it was a complete absurdity 
which he fabricated merely as an instrument of argumentation. Besides, 
it is possible that Paul used hyper rather than eis because hyper more 
clearly, and, against his adversaries, more forcibly expresses the thought 
that, if one were to deny the Resurrection, Baptism would be in behalf, 
in honor of the dead who are never to rise3*4 


342 This equivalence between hyper and ets is nothing new. Henry and others have 
already pointed it out: “And as little as it is agreed, who are the dead, or in what 
sense the proposition hyper is to be taken. Some understand the dead, of our 
Saviour himself: Whitby ad loc. Why are persons baptized in the name of a dead 
Saviour ¢./9?" Henry, o.c.,), 15:29. 

343 Abel, o.c., p. 224. ! 

344 In confirmation of our interpretation of baptizesthai hyper we shall quote some 
authorities such as Gerlach, Dachsel, Bonnet, Elsner, Gutjahr, Linder (concerning 
whom, see art. 2, § 1, no. 15). They interpret Baptism for the dead as a Baptism 
by which we tend toward the dead to be united with them. F. Godet also Comm. sur 
la premiére Epitre aux Corinthiens, (Paris, 1886), p. 835, though he takes Baptism 
in a metaphorical sense. We quote here some citations from the classical Greek 
writers in which hyper is used in the same sense in which we understand it namely 
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We interpret the phrase ton nekron in the same sense in which nekros 
is used throughout the whole of chapter 15; namely, the actually dead, 
those who have departed this life. The use of the article ton does not 
specify any particular dead; rather it rushes from the Apostle’s excited 
mind and gives power to his words. ‘ 


The Corinthians knew just as well as the other Christians that “If with 
this life only in view we have hope in Christ, we are of all men most 
miserable” (1 Cor. 15:19) ; that “all that will live a godly life in Christ 
Jesus shall suffer persecution” (1 Tim. 3:12). Not for a second could 
they doubt that we are not baptized and made Christians in order to be 
happy in this life. They well realized that the purpose of Baptism was to 
attain to everlasting life with Christ. For this reason St. Paul rebukes 
his adversaries—who were of the faithful—with arguments ad hominem 
taken from the very life of these Christians. If there is no Resurrection 
or future life, answer me this: why are people baptized? What is the 
purpose of Baptism? To enjoy this life? Definitely not. Then why? Is it 
to join that miserable host of departed souls who are never to rise again? 
If there is no Resurrection, why do you suppose we are standing in 
jeopardy incessantly? etc., etc. In other words, St. Paul argues: light 
and darkness, life and death are contraries. Now those who are baptized 
do so in view of future glory for both soul and body. If, however, there 
is no Resurrection and no future life, then their contraries stand—death 
and annihilation. But then what point is there in being baptized, in joining 
the Faith? Is it for death and annihilation? Paul tries to turn his ad- 
versaries from his extremely absurd conclusion by adducing against them, 
in the form of several pressing questions, the reception of Baptism, the 
risks taken by the preachers of the Gospel, and the sufferings of his own 
life. 

This solution appeals to us more than all the others, for it 1s not based 
on a mere hypothesis of rites prevailing among heathens, Hebrews or 
heretics, or on special relationships with the martyrs and the dying faithful. 
(We have already touched upon the difficulties and doubts which result 
from such presuppositions). The solution we propose takes into account 
only the purpose of Baptism itself by which we strive to attain not death, 


as motion towards something, or in a sense expressing finality. Thus Aeschylus, 
The Seven against Thebas, 107: idete parthenon hikeston lochon doulasynes hyper 
“Took at the group of virgins entreating lest they go into servitude.” Aeschines, 
Against Ctesiphon, no. 16: ten psephon pherein hyper tes schynes tou demou, “Take 
council in order to avert ignominy from the people.” Xenophon, Hieron, 4,3: 
dorouphorousin epi tous kakourgous hyper tou medena bato thanato apothneskein 
“They have a defense against the evil-doers lest anyone die a violent death.” 
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but rather that future glory which God holds out to us. Thus, avoiding 
ingenious and strange explanations of the words and adhering strictly to 
their literal meaning, the opinion we propose gives us an exegesis dog- 
matically sound and at the same time most faithful to the text. 


CONCLUSION 


Having explained and critically evaluated all the opinions (more than 
forty!) offered in explanation of 15:29, our conclusions may be sum- 
marized thus: 

Exegetes have considered this verse of St. Paul obscure and fraught 
with difficulties, and, in consequence, the explanations offered for it have 
been numerous and at great variance with one another. 

If we consider only the words in question, many interpretations are 
possible; but if we take into consideration the text, the context, the writer, 
those for whom the letter was intended, etc., the number of possible 
interpretations decreases considerably. 

Those interpretations which take baptizesthai in the metaphorical sense, 
and which we touched upon in Chapter I, seem to be the least important. 

Curci’s opinion, which holds for a kind of rite for the dead somewhat 
analogous to our Baptism, although lacking historical grounds, is the best 
‘among those opinions which understand baptizesthai in the real proper 
sense, yet as not referring to the sacrament of Baptism. 

Of all the opinions in the third chapter, we believe that Durselen is 
right in separating the two phrases “to be baptized” and “for the dead”. 
We maintain, however, in opposition to Ditirselen that v.29” is a perfectly 
parallel repetition of v.29*; that the words hyper auton belong to v.29 
rather than to v.30. There is also a perfect parallel between v.29 and v.30: 
just as the jeopardy spoken of in v.30, so the Baptism in v.29 is objectively 
good, and not reproved but conceded by Paul; in the mind ofgthe Apostle, 
neither this Baptism, nor this jeopardy is for the dead; and the wording 
in each verse is similar. The sense, then, which results is most in keeping 
both with the text and with the style of St. Paul. 
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